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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
The Cooperative Extension Service is considered by some people to be 
the largest and most successful extension and education organization in 
the world (Dereinda, 1984). The Smith-Lever Act, passed in 1914, 
established and set the direction for the Cooperative Extension Service. 
It identified extension clientele as the people of the United States and 
its possessions and territories who were not formally attending or 
residents in colleges. 
The Cooperative Extension Service has been so successful that many 
developing countries have attempted to establish a similar program in 
their countries. They organized them in an attempt to accomplish some of 
the same objectives which guided the United States Cooperative Extension 
Service. Many extension services established in other countries, 
however, have had different types of organizational structures. Some 
have been successful, and others have not. 
The Cooperative Extension Service was described as being a unique 
organization by Warner and Christenson (1984). They suggest that its 
organization has allowed and promoted success in the eyes of the people 
served and those who have benefited from the extension system. 
In the United States, the Extension Service was established as a 
nationwide system funded and guided by a partnership of federal, state, 
and local governments that delivered educational information to their 
clientele (Dereinda, 1984). The Extension Service was one of the first 
programs in which all three levels of government participated. All 
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levels felt ownership and supported the organization. 
The Cooperative Extension Service was established as a part of the 
land-grant system and conducted continuing educational programs as a 
joint venture with the United States Department of Agriculture. A 
memorandum of understanding specified the elements of the fiscal 
relationship between the two agencies (U.S. Congress, 1968). Both 
agencies provided information which the Cooperative Extension Service 
would deliver through educational programs to their clientele. 
Originally, information was most closely related to agriculture and home 
economics. Since its establishment. Extension has accepted new roles in 
areas of urban and rural development, youth programs, and leader 
development. It placed emphasis on improving the productivity and 
quality of life. 
Recently, there have been numerous changes within the Cooperative 
Extension Service in many states. These changes were made at all three 
levels of government. They came in the form of reorganization of 
administration, staff reduction, decreased budgets, increased areas of 
geographic responsibilities, and changes in position assignments. A 
major concern of any organization going through change is retaining or 
recruiting qualified people to fill positions and perform their duties 
effectively. Effective employees promote the organization and make it 
successful. Success is the goal of any organization or individual. 
Attitude, job satisfaction and morale all contribute to or distract 
from the success of an organization. Giegold and Skelton (1976) 
indicated that, "Poor morale, recognized or not, contributes to increased 
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personnel turnover, lowered effectiveness, and most importantly an 
intensified struggle to stay fully staffed." 
Extension personnel are educators who must be able to deliver 
"useful and practical information" to adult and young leaders in an 
informal setting (Amend, 1970). To operate such an organization, 
employees must be effective. 
The Iowa Cooperative Extension Service has recently gone through an 
extensive down-sizing operation which resulted in reducing positions, 
cutting budgets, and changing position responsibilities. The down-sizing 
was expected to be controversial and traumatic for extension workers, 
even though steps were taken to reduce the effect it would have on these 
workers. 
A Report of the Ad Hoc Committee for the Review of Outreach Programs 
at Iowa State University (1989) made recommendations for the Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Service in the areas of mission, clientele, 
organizational structure, evaluation, information dissemination, program 
goals, staffing, organization, funding, electronic technology, image, 
marketing, and overall direction. Uncertainty about the possible content 
of this report could have had an effect on personnel performance and 
satisfaction expressed in this study. 
Dereinda (1984) found that there was a positive relationship between 
performance and satisfaction. In the case of the Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Service, it is unknown how Iowa extension workers feel about 
factors related to satisfaction and performance. It is very important 
for extension administration to be aware of the attitudes of their 
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workers so they might see problems which could be corrected. 
The problem addressed in this study was to determine the level of 
job satisfaction and perceived inservice needs of Cooperative Extension 
Personnel in Iowa. The specific objectives of the study were: 
1. To determine the level of Job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Personnel. 
2. To determine and compare differences in levels of job 
satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative Extension Personnel for the 
periods ending in 1976, 1980, and 1988. 
3. To compare the level of job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Personnel grouped according to selected demographic 
factors. 
4. To determine training satisfaction and Inservice needs of Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Personnel. 
5 
CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This study was prompted by the interest and need felt by extension 
administrators to assess the satisfaction of extension professionals. 
The purpose of this chapter is to present a review of the literature 
related to cooperative extension orientation, job satisfaction and 
associated topics. The summary was organized integrally with two major 
components: (1) a review of historical and current views about extension 
education held in popular writings, and (2) a review of related research 
studies. 
Historical and Current Views 
For millions of people, work is the least rewarding aspect of life. 
The hours spent at the work bench or in the office are more likely to be 
hours of endurance than enjoyment when people do jobs which provide few 
opportunities to use their skills and abilities. A sense of personal 
satisfaction and achievement is more likely to be associated with their 
lives outside work than within it. Weir (1976:9) went on to state: 
Work occupies almost half of the waking hours of most 
Americans. The quality of life of most workers is dramatically 
influenced by the nature of that employment. The reactions of 
workers to their jobs alter their basic self-perceptions and 
self-esteem. To most individuals, work is one of the key 
elements of their lives. Rapidly changing technologies and an 
economic environment less oriented to growth have placed the 
worker in an Increasingly stressful environment. In ojrder to 
promote higher quality lives for workers, humanistically 
oriented scholars have focused considerable energy on 
understanding the complexities of work. The level and 
determinants of job satisfaction have in consequence been a 
central emphasis in such research (Hopkins, 1983:1). 
"A concern for the place of the individual in today's society, and 
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particularly in the world of work, has led us to the study of job 
satisfaction" (Hopkins, 1983:32). Job satisfaction has been the focus of 
an enormous amount of previous research. 
An Individual's level of job satisfaction can be defined as a 
"pleasurable positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of 
one's job or job experiences" (Locke, 1976:1300). According to Campbell 
et al. (1970), current theories of job satisfaction can be divided into 
two categories: content theories and process theories. 
Content theories "attempt to specify the particular needs that must 
be attained for an individual to be satisfied with his job" (Locke, 
1976:1300). Grunenberg (1979) suggested that job satisfaction involves 
fulfilling the individual's needs. Maslow (1943) proposed an 
individual's hierarchy of needs be made up of lower level (i.e., 
physiological, safety, and security) and higher level needs (i.e., 
esteem, self-actualization). This theory concludes that after lower 
level needs have been achieved, the employee seeks job satisfaction from 
his work (Grunenberg, 1979). However, no real evidence exists to sustain 
this theory (Grunenberg, 1979; Locke, 1976). 
Herzberg et al. (1959) theorized that job satisfaction was related 
to two groups of factors. The first group is called "motivators", which 
are factors present in the work place that lead to satisfaction. If they 
are not present, they cause dissatisfaction. These motivators include 
achievement, recognition, the work itself, responsibility, and 
advancement. The motivators coincide with the higher level of needs in 
Maslow's hierarchy of human needs. 
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The second factor, "hygienes", leads to job dissatisfaction when 
they are Inadequate (Grunenberg, 1979). Hygiene factors Include policy 
and administration, supervision, and working conditions (Herzberg et al., 
1959). These factors coincide with the lower level of needs in Maslow's 
hierarchy of needs. Herzberg's theory suggests that job satisfaction Is 
a result of positive motivators, whereas dissatisfaction is a result of 
Inadequate hygienes (Locke, 1976). 
Process theories "give an account of the process by which variables 
such as expectations, needs and values Interact with job satisfaction" 
(Grunenberg, 1979:9). Grunenberg stated, "Job satisfaction is determined 
by the extent of the discrepancy between what the job offers and what the 
individual expects; what the individual needs; and what the individual 
values" (Grunenberg, 1979:19). 
The expectations and equity theory proposes that the environment 
affects how one behaves. Individuals develop a frame of reference which 
is used in the decision making process. For example, one uses a frame of 
reference when deciding on reasonable pay. We compare what we are being 
paid to what others are being paid, and we either become satisfied or 
dissatisfied according to our frame of reference. However, the equity 
theory is not straightforward and accounts for only some aspects of 
satisfaction (Grunenberg, 1979). 
In comparison to the equity theory, the reference group theory 
argues that the group or individual that the person compares with is the 
critical aspect. The reference group is important in understanding job 
satisfaction (Grunenberg, 1979). 
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The needs fulfillment theory is based on the individual and what 
he/she wants from a job. It examines the way individual differences 
operate in relation to job satisfaction. Theorists argue that the degree 
of fulfilled needs determines job satisfaction (Grunenberg, 1979). "One 
problem with this theory is that it ignores the importance of particular 
needs.... Thus, a view of job satisfaction which does not take into 
account the relative importance of needs is misleading" (Grunenberg, 
1979:25). 
Related Research 
By 1972, Kahn (1972) estimated there were over two thousand studies 
of job satisfaction, and the number today is certainly substantially 
larger. 
Dereinda (1984) conducted a study in Wisconsin comparing county 
agents' job performance with job satisfaction. It was determined that a 
county agent's job performance was positively related to the work being 
done as well as their satisfaction with co-workers. The amount of tenure 
influenced the relationship between job performance and county agents' 
satisfaction with work itself, supervision, and co-workers, while 
satisfaction with salary and promotion opportunity had no effect on 
performance. 
Whaples and Milliken (1977) conducted a study of the Maryland 
Cooperative Extension Service that analyzed factors contributing to job 
satisfaction. They observed that an individual's job satisfaction was 
related to achievement, supervision, salary, reporting, responsibility, 
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advancement, recognition and working conditions. This study implied that 
salary and reporting were the most common factors leading to job 
dissatisfaction. A primary source of dissatisfaction in home economics 
agents was supervision, whereas working conditions and recognition caused 
dissatisfaction in 4-H and youth agents. 
Hughes and Flowers' (1975) research indicated that differences 
(disparity) in values system orientation between management and employees 
lead to lower job satisfaction. 
Keeping a fully staffed organization has been a problem for the 
Cooperative Extension Service. Giegold and Skelton (1976) indicated that 
job satisfaction was related to personnel turnover. 
Burnout Is defined as the mid-career deterioration of job 
performance (Cardinell, 1981). Observation of teacher burnout symptoms 
shows that many teachers lose commitment to the profession as their 
careers develop. 
Igodan and Newcomb (1985) examined the extent and causes of burnout 
among extension agents in Ohio. Agents were asked to complete a survey 
questionnaire designed to collect data concerning personal, 
organizational, and job (environmental) factors. Ohio extension agents 
were found to experience a low to moderate level of burnout, with less 
than 20 percent of them appearing to manifest a high level of burnout. 
In general, the younger agents—those between the ages of 20 and 30— 
experienced higher levels of burnout. 
Males and females experienced the same relative levels of burnout, 
with single individuals undergoing significantly higher levels of burnout 
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than their married counterparts. Job satisfaction was the best single 
predictor of burnout when all significant independent variables were 
entered In a step-wise regression equation. As a group, 4-H agents 
experienced more burnout than did the agriculture or home economics 
agents. 
Later, another study was conducted to: (1) determine the level of 
burnout, job satisfaction, personal strain, occupational stress, and 
personal coping resources of associate directors, assistant directors, 
and district supervisors of the Cooperative Extension Service in the 
North Central Region; (2) determine the extent of association between 
burnout and personal characteristics, job satisfaction, personal strain, 
occupational stress, and personal coping; and (3) determine If 
differences in levels of burnout existed among associate directors, 
assistant directors, and district supervisors (Clark and Smith, 1987). 
Some of the findings and conclusions of this study were the 
following: (1) administrators/mid-managers who experienced higher levels 
of occupational stress tended to have higher levels of personal strain, 
whereas those who had high usage of personal coping strategies tended to 
have lower levels of stress and strain and ultimately less burnout; (2) 
approximately one-fifth of the administrators/mid-managers experienced 
high levels of burnout, and district supervisors and assistant directors 
had approximately the same level of emotional exhaustion and 
depersonalization; (3) approximately one-third of the associate directors 
scored high in the depersonalization category of burnout; (4) demographic 
variables had little relationship to the level of burnout; (5) the 
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majority of administrators were satisfied with their Jobs; and (6) the 
majority of administrators had low levels of occupational stress, 
although assistant directors had the most role overload. 
Recommendations were made to conduct workshops for administrators to 
make them aware of the problem of burnout and to suggest strategies for 
coping or job restructuring. 
Schultz and Henderson (1985) reported that there had been a lot of 
recent research focusing on examination of the relationships between 
family satisfaction and job satisfaction, the Impact of work on family, 
and the Influence of family on work, with special emphasis on job 
performance and productivity. 
In Pennsylvania, thirty-eight married extension agents (40 percent 
of the married agents in Pennsylvania) were interviewed and their 
responses analyzed (St. Pierre, 1984). Results revealed that extension 
work negatively affected family life due to the job's absorptive 
characteristics and indirect effects of emotional and psychological 
spill-over agents bring home. 
A study was conducted to determine (1) which actions municipal 
employees consider Important to a city's overall public relations effort, 
(2) the attitudes of city employees toward public service activities, (3) 
the relationship between attitude and job satisfaction, and (4) ways to 
Improve employee attitudes and, perhaps, public service performance 
(Jeffers, 1987). Quantitative data were gathered from employees of a 
mldwestern municipality during a series of communication-oriented 
workshops. 
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Results confirmed the importance of the link between communication 
and job satisfaction. "External" duties—those involving interaction 
with the public—were identified as most important to the public 
relations effort. Employees' attitudes toward public service was 
generally good, and there was a strong correlation between job 
satisfaction and communication (happier employees are more likely to 
communicate about specific issues). 
Felstehausen (1986) studied the reciprocal relationship between an 
individual's home and family life and his/her perceived work performance. 
The sample was drawn from eight major regions of Texas and included 
urban, small town, and rural areas. One hundred organizations with a 
reputation of support for projects of this nature were contacted. 
Respondents indicated relatively high levels of satisfaction with 
home and family life and perceived that home and family life had a 
positive effect on work performance. 
Home and family factors perceived as most satisfying and having the 
most positive effect on work performance were personal health and health 
of family members. Factors seen as least satisfying and having a more 
negative effect were amount of time for self and amount of free time. 
Respondents reported a generally high level of satisfaction with 
their work and indicated it had a positive effect on home and family 
life. Work factors perceived as most satisfying and also having the most 
positive effect on home and family life were friendships at work and 
opportunity to work Independently. Work factors seen as least satisfying 
and having the most negative effect were opportunities for advancement, 
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salary, and likelihood of transfer. 
The similarity between supervisors and subordinates has been shown 
to influence the attitudes and behavior of both. Turban (1985) examined 
three perspectives of similarity: (1) accuracy of perceived 
instrumentalities; (2) actual and perceived personal similarity of 
background perspective; and (3) person-environment fit. These 
perspectives were examined for their influence on employee satisfaction 
and performance, and supervisor decisions about employee merit pay 
awards. 
The results suggest that the most influential effect on performance 
was perceived likeness. Perceived similarity was related to higher 
satisfaction and performance ratings. Perceived similarity may reflect a 
motivational factor in which subordinates imitate the supervisor as a 
role model. 
Portions of three earlier studies relating differences in employees 
to employee satisfaction and one study relating management communication 
style (MCS) to employee satisfaction were replicated across four 
organizational contexts (McCroskey, 1981). The results indicated that 
the MCS of Immediate superiors and of upper management had their primary 
Impact on different dimensions of employee satisfaction. Perceptions of 
superiors' task behaviors were found to have different Impact on employee 
satisfaction for different organizational contexts. 
Terpstra (1982) Investigated the impact of a management by 
objectives application in a university setting. Faculty completed a 
questionnaire about perceptions of performance and satisfaction, both 
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prior to and after the management by objectives application. Results 
suggested that performance increased while satisfaction generally 
declined* 
Blase and Greenfield (1980) postulated that effective performance is 
part of a cyclical process. First, teacher effort overcomes job-related 
stressors and achieves valued outcomes and rewards as determined by 
teacher perception of student needs. This success increases teacher 
satisfaction, involvement, and motivation. These, in turn, increase 
teacher effort and lead to more effective performance. 
In an examination of the relationship between reward contingencies 
and the levels of job performance and job satisfaction of cooperative 
extension service county agents. Van Tilburg (1986) reported that 
variables of the study included self-rating of job performance; overall 
job satisfaction; satisfaction with pay, promotion, co-workers, the work 
itself, and supervision; agent program area; the perceived performance-
intrinsic reward contingency; and the perceived performance-extrinsic 
reward contingency. Particular attention was paid to the role that 
perceived extrinsic rewards played in the job performance-job 
satisfaction relationship. 
The study population consisted of all Ohio Cooperative Extension 
Service county agents and included 94 agriculture agents, 80 home 
economics agents, and 70 4-H youth agents. The agents reported a 
moderate amount of overall job satisfaction. Many were not satisfied 
with promotion opportunities. Only 20 percent scored in the high range 
with respect to satisfaction with pay and 10 percent scored in the low 
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range. 
The facet of work found to be most satisfying was that of 
relationships with co-workers. Agents tended to reward themselves 
intrinsically for good performance, with 97 percent agreeing with the 
intrinsic reward contingency. Forty-two percent of the respondents 
disagreed, however, with the notion that the organization had a 
performance-contingent reward system (reflected by a 3.65 score on the 
extrinsic reward contingency, which was the lowest score in the study). 
Abdel-Halim (1980) reported job performance was positively related 
to intrinsic as well as extrinsic sources of job satisfaction. 
Factors affecting job satisfaction and the impact of satisfaction on 
job performance were investigated to develop strategies for dealing with 
low job satisfaction (Bender, 1980). Results indicated that student 
affairs staff were satisfied with their current jobs, but did not feel 
that student affairs was considered important at their institutions. 
In 1977, 156 University of Missouri agricultural and community 
development specialists responded to 23 statements in order to determine 
the correlation between their job expectations and satisfactions 
(Lionberger and Cheng, 1980). Job entry considerations were 
predominantly humanitarian concerns such as "being able to work with 
people" and "opportunity to become involved in development work". 
In contrast to an earlier study (Lionberger and Heifner, 1969) in 
which idealized views of an occupation (as seen by high school seniors 
and college freshmen) were classified as "materialistic-doer" types, 
extension specialists were first and foremost "people-oriented". 
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"Helping people with their problems" was the strongest source of job 
satisfaction, followed by "people with whom associated at work". 
Dissatisfactions were expressed In the areas of "pay", "lack of security 
of tenure", and "prospects for advancement". 
Newcomers (less than 15 years of service) responded about the same 
as old timers. Initial expectations and reasons for joining extension 
service were entirely congruent with resulting job satisfaction. 
Students considering extension careers should have a strong desire to 
work with people in a developmental context. 
Van Tllburg (1987) surveyed Cooperative Extension county agents in 
an attempt to determine the role of various factors in formation of 
intentions to leave the job. Low levels of job satisfaction were related 
to pay and promotion, while high job satisfaction was related to co­
workers, supervision, and the work itself. 
In an effort to determine what factors Influenced county agents to 
leave their jobs. Van Tllburg and Miller (1987) studied Ohio Cooperative 
Extension Service county agents. The study sought to determine 
relationships between variables and to determine the levels of those 
variable as they existed In the population being studied. All Ohio 
Cooperative Extension Service county agents were surveyed via a mailed 
questionnaire, with additional data supplied through an investigation of 
their personnel files. 
A variety of relationships among factors were found. Overall, the 
study concluded that Ohio Cooperative Extension Service county agents 
generally had low Intentions of leaving their present jobs. They 
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experienced moderate amounts of overall job satisfaction, satisfaction 
with supervision and the work itself, high satisfaction with co-workers, 
and fairly low amounts of satisfaction with promotion and pay. They 
perceived themselves to be high performers, and their supervisors 
generally agreed* Agents tended to reward themselves intrinsically for 
good performance, but they did not see that the rewards given them by the 
organization were necessarily contingent upon their performance level. 
Lower performers had higher intentions of leaving the job than did high 
performers, and the self-rating of job performance was more closely 
associated with intention to leave the job than was supervisor rating of 
job performance. 
Other predictors of intention to leave the job were overall Job 
satisfaction, satisfaction with co-workers, and age. Recommendations 
were made for improving job satisfaction through feedback, promotion 
policies, creating cooperative teams of co-workers, and other methods. 
In Illinois, past and current extension agents were surveyed via 
mail questionnaires as to reasons for staying or leaving extension 
programs (Manton, 1985). Reasons for leaving included family changes, 
family moves, opportunity to advance, better salary/benefits, 
dissatisfaction with administration, and too much time away from family. 
Ritsos and Miller (1985) conducted a study to determine what 
competencies extension employees working in urban areas of Ohio perceived 
as most necessary. Information on the demographic characteristics of 
urban extension employees In the state was also gathered. Data were 
obtained via a two-part questionnaire mailed to the 46 extension 
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employees working in the urban area of the state. They received 100 
percent of the questionnaires that they had sent to these extension 
workers. 
The study found that extension employees perceived that competency 
in organizational skills was the highest priority, with competency in 
communication skills a close second. Competency in research and 
evaluation received the lowest priority rating. Program planning and 
development was the highest ranked subcategory, whereas effective 
thinking, program execution, and public relations were the lowest ranked 
subcategories. 
No very high or substantial correlations were found between the 
competency categories, subcategories, and the demographic characteristics 
of the extension employees. 
The study recommended that the curriculum in agricultural education 
should take into consideration the career plans of future extension 
employees who may work in an urban environment and that organization 
skills and urban planning and development competencies should be taught 
in classes. The study also recommended that extension's program 
developers and policy makers should consider these findings when 
developing urban programs and policies. 
Osipow and Davis (1988) conducted a field study to test the 
relationship of employee overload. They found overload to be the most 
significant source of stress. 
Quick (1986) discussed the problem of stress in the work place and 
presented the theory that persons whose thinking styles are not in sync 
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with their work responsibilities may suffer form greater stress than 
their peers. In order to avoid these problems, Quick made the following 
recommendations: (1) person-job fitting, fitting the person to the Job 
which requires their type of thinking skills; (2) early symptom 
screening, evaluating new employees in positions to detect possible 
problems; (3) job redesign programs, redesigning the job to meet the 
employees' style; and (4) training and development of the employee. 
In examining the interest in adult education among persons with 
little formal education, Bergsten (1980) found that a correlation existed 
between passivity and lack of satisfaction in the work situation and low 
motivation for adult education. Educational interest was related to 
leisure habits that consisted of highly organized activities. 
Past researchers have claimed that it is possible to over-involve 
individuals in decision-making and that this saturation may result in a 
decrease in job satisfaction. Schneider (1985) presented a synthesis of 
three studies that covered kindergarten through high school grade 
spectrum and tested the relationship between teacher involvement in 
decision making and job satisfaction. The research found that a 
significant relationship existed between respondents' decision condition 
and their level of job satisfaction. 
Changes in the composition and attitudes of the work force have 
resulted in increased interest by employers in formulating and 
implementing career development efforts for their employees. Studies 
have revealed: companies believe that career development efforts enhance 
employee performance and improve utilization of talents; most 
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organizations have some sort of career development activity and it is 
receiving increased attention; there is little agreement about how to 
make programs operational; and research has generally not preceded 
development and implementation (Eabon, 1982). 
By utilizing the process of adult development, individuals can be 
encouraged to achieve their full career potential, thereby benefiting 
both the individual and the organization. Current approaches to career 
development involve; (1) individual career planning and counseling; (2) 
assessment; (3) career information services; (4) organizational career 
planning; (5) training and development; and (6) approaches aimed at 
special populations. Although much variety exists in these practices, it 
is clear that career development endeavors are significant undertakings 
in a rapidly increasing number of work settings. 
Human resources, together with physical and financial resources, are 
the three most Important means of success available to the manager of an 
organization according to Nadler (1982). The human resource is the most 
crucial element for achieving productivity, but it Is also the most 
difficult to manipulate. Alienation in the work place is one cause of 
low productivity. 
Factors that can reduce alienation include smaller work sites, 
cafeteria benefits, provisions for employee selection of benefits, and 
career planning. Within the field of human resource development are 
three activity areas: training, education, and development. Learning to 
improve performance on the present job (training) has an immediate and 
direct relationship to productivity. Learning to prepare for a future 
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job (education) has an effect on future productivity. Training and 
education are effective if the human resource development personnel, 
management, workers, and union members are all involved. 
Learning that is not job related (development) has little or no 
direct effect on current or future productivity. Development can lessen 
some of the alienation by communicating the organization's concern for 
the employee and the quality of his/her work life. Development also 
keeps workers in a constant state of learning readiness. 
Teacher motivation was explored through surveys determining the 
relationship between higher order needs (such as autonomy, variety) or 
lower order needs (such as high pay) and job satisfaction (Pastor, 1982). 
Conclusions were that needs of the teachers studied are predominantly 
higher order and that job satisfaction is significantly related to 
teacher needs. 
A study was conducted to determine if adult educators' participation 
in inservice programs is related to greater job satisfaction or if such 
factors as age, sex, years of experience, or degree attainment and 
coursework in adult education play a greater role (Williams, 1983). 
Pennsylvania teachers completed Hopock's Job Satisfaction Blank and 
provided additional information on age, sex, years of service, years in 
current position, highest degree attained, degree specialization, amount 
of coursework in adult education, frequency of participation in inservice 
activities, and opinion of the quality of these activities. 
Analysis of the results indicated no significant differences for 
personal variables, although older respondents tended to Indicate 
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slightly higher levels of satisfaction. On the other hand, persons with 
less than 1 year in their current post reported significantly less job 
satisfaction than did those with 9 or more years in the same job. Job 
satisfaction was lower among persons reporting their inservice training 
as useless than among those who rated it higher. 
There was also a slight but not significant tendency for job 
satisfaction to increase as participation in Inservice training 
decreased. Implications of the study included the conclusion that 
increased participation in training is not a satisfier to all persons; 
some may prefer free time as a job benefit; and educators' needs should 
be assessed rather than assumed. 
Employer-sponsored recurrent (or lifelong) learning has grown from 
its World War II beginnings to become a large, important, but little-
studied aspect of American education, one with major implications for the 
U.S. economy and society (Smith, 1980). 
U.S. employers spend from 20 to 100 billion dollars on educational 
programs for anywhere from 37 to 73 million employees. Educational 
programs range from informal on-the-job training or formal 
apprenticeships to formal academic instruction through tuition assistance 
or paid release time. Availability of the programs is uneven. They are 
provided chiefly by large companies and are used mostly by non-manual 
employees. 
Examination of four types of tuition assistance, the most prevalent 
employer-sponsored program, illuminates some benefits and barriers. A 
survey of company and union officials, union workers, and union contract 
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showed the programs enhanced worker effectiveness and satisfaction and 
Increased career development and job mobility. Twenty barriers, 
especially lack of time off and of program information, hampered worker 
participation. 
Three successful tuition assistance programs (two company and one 
union) indicated the barriers can be overcome if the programs include 
liberal eligibility, flexible work scheduling, nonrestrictive curriculum 
requirements, limited out-of-pocket expenses, and wide publicity. 
An Air Force study examined the relationship between personnel 
background and several measures of organizational effectiveness (Hendrix 
and Halverson, 1978). The Organizational Assessment Package consisting 
of 16 background information items and 149 attltudlnal items was 
administered to military and civilian subjects (4,786) at five Air Force 
bases representing six major commands. Four factors were selected as 
dependent variables: general organizational climate, organizational 
communications climate, job-related satisfaction, and perceived 
productivity. 
Factor scores were generated for each of the four variables and each 
subject's factor score for each factor served as the dependent variable 
in a series of one- and two-way analyses of variance tests. Respondents 
with longer periods of service and high educational levels and whose 
supervisors wrote their performance report scored highest on all criteria 
(except for Organizational Communications Climate). Higher criterion 
ratings were also affected by whether supervisors used group meetings to 
solve problems and establish goals and by intended duration of Air Force 
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Service. Officers and civilians scored highest in Job Related 
Satisfaction and Perceived Productivity. Civilians with graduate work 
perceived General Organizational Climate highest. A positive 
relationship was observed between organizational commitment and age of 
extension agent, skill variety, job autonomy, tenure, feedback, role 
clarity, peer group cohesion, group attitudes, realization of 
expectations, job challenge, personal importance, and self-image. 
Fetsch (1984) described an inservice training program to reduce job 
stress and to Improve the time management proficiency of Kentucky 
extension agents. A stress and time management workshop was conducted 
for 4-H county agents, area agents, state specialists, state 
administrators, and area directors. On the first day of a two-day 
workshop, participants completed a pretest on job stress and time 
management. Afterwards, specific methods of managing time and reducing 
stress were suggested and a variety of stretching-relaxation exercises 
practiced. Participants were encouraged to meet with their area 
directors to discuss and negotiate priorities and together create a 
mutually satisfying employment situation. 
A month after the program, participants comleted a posttest on job 
stress and time management. A t-test analysis of pretest-posttest 
differences revealed a statistically significant reduction in stress 
levels for participants. Two factors seemed crucial to the reduction of 
stress levels. The first was agents requested the program and identified 
key problewms to be addressed and were integrally Involved in the 
program's development. The second was the support given the program by 
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state administrators. 
Bergsten (1979) conducted a study to examine how the experiences of 
work and leisure affect expectancy and valence In relation to Interest in 
participating In adult education. A cross sectional sample of 945 
persons with short previous formal education was Interviewed. The 
results of Bergsten's study indicated the existence of an integrated 
relationship between work and leisure. With respect to social and 
"cultural" activities, the amount of activity during leisure time 
appeared to be positively related to work satisfaction. 
The satisfaction derived from leisure time activities was positively 
related to work satisfaction. Interest in adult education for the 
present job was positively related to work satisfaction. The opposite 
relationship was found between interest in adult education for a new job 
and work satisfaction. With respect to nonwork-related adult education, 
the educational interest exhibited a neutral relationship to work 
satisfaction. It was concluded that parallel to the reforms in society 
aiming at removing obstacles which prevent people from taking part in 
adult education, necessary steps must be taken in order to eliminate the 
factors in the work role that shape the person's experiences and behavior 
during nonworklng time into being powerless, resignation, and social 
isolation. 
Recent research in the area of masculine and feminine personality 
characteristics has led to conflicting results about the adaptive value 
of androgy. Jagaclnski (1982) Investigated the relationship between sex-
typing and self-reported Job satisfaction and performance in the male-
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dominated field of engineering. The androgynous and masculine sex-typed 
groups reported significantly higher levels of job performance, 
job satisfaction and self-concept of abilities than did the feminine 
sex-typed and undifferentiated groups, regardless of sex. The 
androgynous group was not significantly different form the masculine 
group on job performance or self-concept. Females tended to have more 
favorable attitudes towards women in engineering, regardless of sex-type. 
Jagacinski (1982) indicated that the presence of instrumental traits was 
related to higher levels of self-reported job performance and 
satisfaction. 
Lyday (1987) showed that attitudes and performance could be affected 
by the sex of managers. In North Carolina, the Agricultural Extension 
Service conducted a survey to determine factors such as personal 
characteristics, organizational factors, career experiences, process 
attributes, or social-demographic factors related to the attitudes of 
extension professionals toward women in management. 
According to Lyday (1987), persons serving in professional 
capacities in the extension service were questioned with a mailed survey. 
Respondents ranged from below 30 to over 60 years of age, with the 
greatest percentage under 35. The typical respondent was male, under 35, 
with an agricultural degree, married, with no children. This typical 
respondent had participated in very few management training 
opportunities. 
The study found that female Extension workers had more favorable 
attitudes toward women managers than did male workers. Older, married 
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extension professionals held more unfavorable attitudes than younger 
single professionals. Extension professionals with the highest education 
held more positive attitudes than did those without advanced degrees. 
In addition, extension professionals who had participated in 
management training and managerial experiences held more unfavorable 
attitudes toward women managers. The study concluded that such attitudes 
could affect employee performance. 
Literature on work and aging related to the areas of work 
satisfaction, performance, and motivation was examined. Bourne (1982) 
indicated that as people grow older, intrinsic satisfaction becomes more 
Important than extrinsic rewards. External and psychological conditions 
associated with aging sometimes affect job performance and motivation. 
Participation in organizational decisions is thought to have a 
number of positive effects on performance and wo'rker attitudes, but It is 
not clear which elements of participation are responsible for these 
positive effects. The effects of two elements of participation, upward 
Information input by the worker, and the provision of downward knowledge 
by a supervisor were examined in a laboratory setting. Male and female 
undergraduates worked on a task under a performance evaluation procedure 
that either did or did not allow them to offer information about their 
performance to an evaluator (Kanfer, 1984). 
A supervisor either did or did not offer Information about criteria 
for evaluation of performance. The subject received either a positive or 
negative outcome from the evaluation procedure. Upward information flow 
and downward information flow interacted in their effect on task 
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performance, with highest performance occurring under high upward and 
high downward information exchange. Performance on a subsequent task 
increased following downward information on the first task. Upward 
information flow produced higher ratings of procedural fairness, 
satisfaction with outcomes, and satisfaction with the supervisor. 
A study was conducted to determine the major factors related to 
organizational commitment among 108 county extension agents in the Ohio 
Cooperative Extension Service (McCracken, 1984). Objectives Included 
determining agent commitment, differences in the level of commitment 
among agents, and relationship between organizational commitment and (I) 
personal characteristics, (2) job characteristics, and (3) work 
experiences. 
Summary 
Based on this review of the literature regarding job satisfaction, 
it was concluded that: 
1. Job satisfaction has been the focus of an enormous amount of 
previous research. 
2. Job satisfaction can be defined as a pleasurable positive 
emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job experience. 
3. Job satisfaction was a result of positive motivation. 
4. Job performance was positively related to the work being done 
and satisfaction with co-workers. 
5. An individual's job satisfaction was related to achievement, 
supervision, salary, reporting, responsibility, advancement, recognition 
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and working conditions* 
6. Salary and reporting were the most common factors leading to job 
dissatisfaction. 
7. Burnout was defined as the mid-career deterioration of job 
performance. Job satisfaction was the best single predictor of burnout. 
8. There is a strong correlation between job satisfaction and 
communication. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The problem addressed In this study was to determine the level of 
job satisfaction and perceived inservice needs of Cooperative Extension 
Personnel in Iowa. The specific objectives of the study 
were: 
1. To determine the level of job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Personnel. 
2. To determine and compare differences in levels of job 
satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative Extension Personnel for the 
periods ending in 1976, 1980, and 1988. 
3. To compare the level of job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Personnel grouped according to selected demographic 
factors. 
4. To determine training satisfaction and Inservice needs of Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Personnel. 
Assumptions 
The Internal state of Cooperative Extension Service is Important for 
organizational productivity and effectiveness. 
Variables studied were relevant to organizational effectiveness. 
All Iowa Cooperative Extension Service Professionals in Iowa were 
Included on the list received from extension administration. 
Respondents recognized the importance of the study and responded 
appropriately to insure the collection of quality data. 
Attitudes and satisfaction of Cooperative Extension Service 
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Professionals In Iowa should be assessed as they contribute to the 
success of the organization. 
Changes In attitudes of the Cooperative Extension Service Profes­
sionals In Iowa should be assessed to determine direction of those 
changes. 
Perceptions of respondents adequately represented actual behavior or 
situations. 
Definition of Terms 
Attitude - a manner which shows one's opinion, the favorable or 
unfavorable evaluation of an object. 
Job Satisfaction - pleasurable positive emotional state resulting from 
the appraisal of one's job or job experience. 
Perception - knowledge and insight gained through one's senses, an 
observation or awareness of conditions, events or concepts. 
Effectiveness - producing the desired results. 
Design of Study 
A descriptive survey design was used in this study. Borg and Gall 
(1983) listed the procedures used for quality descriptive research used 
in this study. This design has been widely used in educational research 
to describe and interpret present situations and interrelationships while 
often considering past events and how they relate to current conditions 
(Weeks, 1988). 
32 
Development of Instrument 
A survey Instrument was developed to assess the level of job 
satisfaction and perceived inservice needs of Cooperative Extension 
Personnel in Iowa. The Instrument contained 57 questions. Thirty-six of 
the questions were the same as those used in two previous studies so that 
comparisons could be made with previous time periods. The additional 21 
questions were added to obtain supplementary information. 
In order to Insure validity, draft copies of the survey instrument 
were reviewed by Cooperative Extension Service administrators, 
representatives of the research subjects, professors in agricultural 
engineering, professors in agricultural education, professionals in 
research and evaluation, state extension specialists, and a variety of 
graduate students. 
Forty-seven questions on a variety of topics asked respondents about 
how satisfied they were in those topic areas. For these questions, a 
five point scale ranging from very dissatisfied to very satisfied was 
used. Ten questions were related to Inservice training and program 
perceptions. Respondents were asked to rate these topics "Too Much", 
"Just Right", "Not Enough", or "Not Applicable". 
Demographic data were collected by asking the respondents to answer 
six questions by selecting the correct answer on the questionnaire. 
A cover letter outlining the reasons for the study and how the 
results would be used was sent with the survey asking for assistance from 
the participants. An instruction sheet giving directions and a prepaid 
return envelope were also Included with the survey. 
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Following the development of the instrument, a validation committee 
consisting of extension program leaders, extension personnel officials 
and professors who were interested in the study gave their approval. 
Copies of the cover letter, instruction sheet and questionnaire are found 
in Appendix A. 
Selection of Sample 
The target population for this study included all the Cooperative 
Extension Service Personnel In the state of Iowa during November 1988. 
All Cooperative Extension Service Personnel listed on extension 
administration records were used in the sample. Mailing labels were 
provided by cooperative extension administration personnel for 
individuals included in this study. 
Collection of Data 
A cover letter, instruction sheet, and questionnaire were sent to 
each of the 471 Cooperative Extension Service Professionals in the state 
of Iowa on November 16, 1988. A self-addressed, stamped envelope was 
also enclosed to be used for the return of the questionnaire. 
Respondents were asked to fill out the questionnaire and return it by 
November 23, 1988. Respondents were also informed as to the use of the 
results of the questionnaire and that individual responses would be kept 
confidential. 
As of December 1, 1988, 368 usable questionnaires had been returned. 
On this date, a follow-up letter was sent to those extension 
professionals who had failed to respond to the first mailing. A copy of 
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the letter can be found In Appendix A. 
Data collection was completed the first week of January, 1989, with 
406 usable questionnaires. Telephone calls were made to 15 of the 
nonrespondents (23 percent). These nonrespondents were selected with the 
use of a microcomputer and a random selection program. Each of the 
nonrespondents telephoned was asked ten questions from the questionnaire 
which were also selected using the same random selection computer program 
to determine any nonresponse bias. The final response rate for returned 
usable questionnaires was 86.1 percent. 
Coding of Data 
The researcher reviewed and examined each questionnaire as it was 
returned. Data were coded into a word processing program using a Zenith 
183 microcomputer and saved onto disk. A one card format was used with 
one line per respondent filling 66 columns each. 
Coding accuracy was determined by three methods. The length of each 
line was checked to insure that they were of the same length. A glance 
at each line would show if additional data had been added or if there 
were missing data. If there was a difference in the line length, the 
whole line would be reexamined for accuracy and the questionnaire would 
be reentered to correct the problem. In addition, a 5 percent random 
check was performed for coding accuracy. A final check of the data was 
performed after the initial statistical run was made and any data found 
which seemed to be out of place were examined. That questionnaire was 
then pulled and an examination of the data accuracy was performed. 
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Data were transferred and stored on the Iowa State University 
mainframe computer for data analysis with a microcomputer and modem. 
Analysis of Data 
The SPSSx Statistical Package for the Social Sciences was used for 
the analysis of the data. An alpha level of .05 was set for all tests. 
The following statistical procedures were used to analyze the data: 
1. The program FREQUENCIES was used to determine frequency, 
percentage, means, and standard deviations of the responses. 
2. The program ONEWAY was used to determine any significant 
differences among respondent groups in attitudes and 
satisfaction. 
3. The program T-TEST was used to determine differences in the 
attitudes and satisfaction of respondent groups. 
4. The program RELIABILITY was used to determine reliability of 
selected factors. 
5. The program FACTOR ANALYSIS was used to find correlations 
between selected factors and test validation. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to determine the level of job 
satisfaction and perceived inservice needs of Cooperative Extension 
Service Personnel in Iowa. To accomplish this purpose, Cooperative 
Extension Service professionals were surveyed as described in Chapter 
III. The response rate for this investigation was 86 percent. 
Â summary of responses of Cooperative Extension Service 
professionals in Iowa are presented on the following pages. Results of 
the data analysis are presented in the following organizational format: 
description of respondents; analysis of instrument and sampling 
reliability; job satisfaction; respondent demographic influences; 
inservice needs; and major findings. 
Description of Respondents 
All respondents were Cooperative Extension Service professionals in 
the state of Iowa. Respondent descriptions are displayed in Table 1. 
One-fourth of the respondents were state specialists. Of the remaining 
respondents, 19 percent were agricultural agents, 15 percent were home 
economists, 14 percent were 4-H and youth professionals and area 
specialists, 5 percent were administrators, 4 percent were respondents 
who were responsible for both agriculture and 4-H and youth, and 4 
percent were extension program assistants or aides. 
One-third of the respondents were assigned to a single county, one-
third were assigned to state positions, and the last third of the 
respondents were assigned to multi-county and area positions. 
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Table 1. Description of respondents 
Item Frequency Percent 
Position: 
Agricultural agent 
Home economist 
4-H and youth agent 
Area specialist 
Extension program aide or associate 
Agriculture and 4-H agent 
Administration 
State specialists 
Home economist and 4-H 
Missing 
Total 
78 
59 
55 
55 
15 
16 
21 
97 
9 
I 
406 
19.2 
14.5 
13.5 
13.5 
3.7 
3.9 
5.2 
23.9 
2 . 2  
0.2 
100.0 
Geographic Nature of Position; 
Single county 
Multi-county 
Area 
State 
Missing 
Total 
152 
57 
62 
133 
2 
406 
37.4 
14.0 
15.3 
32.8 
0.5 
100.0 
Sex; 
Male 
Female 
Missing 
Total 
227 
177 
2 
406 
55.9 
43.6 
0.5 
100.0 
Under 30 years 
30-39 years 
40-49 years 
50 and over years 
Missing 
Total 
34 
139 
121  
111 
1 
406 
8.4 
34.2 
29.8 
27.3 
0.2 
100.0 
Years with Extension: 
0-3 years 
4-9 years 
10-20 years 
87 
102 
147 
21.4 
25.1 
36.2 
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Table 1. (Continued) 
Item Frequency Percent 
21-30 years 39 9.6 
Over 30 years 27 6.7 
Missing 4 1.0 
Total 406 100.0 
Last Degree Received; 
High school 2 0.5 
B.S. 220 54.2 
M.S. 108 26.6 
Ph.D. 75 18.5 
Missing 1 0.2 
Total 406 100.0 
Location or Area Assigned; 
Southwest 44 10.8 
East central 39 9.6 
Central 29 7.1 
North central 36 8.9 
Southeast 33 8.1 
Northwest 42 10.3 
Northeast 36 8.9 
Campus 133 32.8 
Missing 14 3.4 
Total 406 100.0 
Program Area of Extension Program Aides: 
4-H and youth 2 0.5 
EFNEP 2 0.5 
Agriculture 4 1.0 
Community and rural development 1 0.2 
Home economics 2 0.5 
Missing 395 97.3 
Total 406 100.0 
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Fifty-six percent of the respondents were male, and 44 percent 
female. The most common age Interval for respondents was 30 to 39 years 
of age (34 percent). Eight percent of the respondents were under the age 
of 30. 
Eighty-four percent of the respondents had less than 20 years of 
experience In extension; and of these respondents, 47 percent had less 
than 10 years of experience. 
Over 50 percent of the respondents held master's degrees. Of the 
remaining respondents, 26.6 percent had bachelor's degrees and 18.5 
percent had obtained Ph.D.s. 
One-third of the respondents were located on campus. The remaining 
respondents were about evenly divided between the seven geographic areas 
of Southwest, East central, Central, North central. Southeast, Northwest, 
and Northeast. 
Of those respondents who were program aides or assistants, 73 
percent were agricultural and the remainder were employed as 4-H and 
youth professionals, community and rural development professionals, home 
economics professionals and expanded food and nutrition extension program 
professionals. 
Analysis of Instrument and Sampling Reliability 
An Instrument with 36 statements relating to job satisfaction and 
inservice needs of extension professionals was used to collect data for 
the study. Thirty-six of the questions had been used in 1976 and 1980 
studies. In both studies, Iowa Cooperative Extension professionals were 
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surveyed. 
Cronbach's alpha was computed on 46 satisfaction Indicators using 
SPSSx procedure RELIABILITY (SPSS Inc., 1988) to determine instrument 
reliability. The composite coefficient for the 56 items was 0.94. Based 
upon these results, the statements in the questionnaire were considered 
to be acceptable for group measurement* 
All of the 471 Cooperative Extension professionals in Iowa were 
mailed a survey. It was observed in Table 2 that the study response rate 
was highest from the off-campus professionals (92 percent). The total 
number of questionnaires returned was 406 (86.1 percent). All of the 
returned questionnaires were usable. 
Table 2. Number of questionnaires returned 
Location Number Percent 
Off campus 271 92.2 
On campus 135 76.8 
Total 406 86.1 
Job Satisfaction 
Respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with their job 
by responding to 46 job satisfaction indicators using a one to five scale 
to express their level of satisfaction with each job satisfaction 
Indicator. Scale descriptors used were: one = very dissatisfied, two = 
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dissatisfied, three = acceptable, four = satisfied, and five = very 
satisfied. Job satisfaction indicator means and standard deviations 
expressed by the respondents are presented in Table 3. 
The job satisfaction indicator which had the highest respondent mean 
(mean = 4.26) was "fringe benefits (insurance, retirement, etc.)". Other 
job satisfaction Indicators which had means above 4.0 were: "importance 
and value of my work" (mean = 4.14), "challenge of present job" (mean = 
4.18), "performance and capability in job" (mean = 4.13), "feelings about 
community (of residence)" (mean = 4.05), and "relationship with 
clientele" (mean = 4.07). 
There were five job satisfaction indicators which extension 
professionals rated below the acceptable level. The job satisfaction 
indicator which received the lowest mean rating from respondents was 
"amount of time and work necessary to do job" (mean = 2.55). Other job 
satisfaction indicator means which were below an acceptable level were; 
"adequacy of performance evaluation", "salaries compared to those in 
similar fields of work", and "new staff orientation". 
The remaining job satisfaction indicators had means between 3.0 and 
4.0. A mean of 3.0 to 4.0 indicated that extension professionals 
believed that these job satisfaction indicators were acceptable, but that 
they were not totally satisfied. 
Of the 46 job satisfaction indicators which extension professionals 
were asked to respond to, 36 were Included in studies conducted by the 
Iowa Cooperative Extension Service in 1976 and 1980. In an attempt to 
detect possible job satisfaction trends, differences between job 
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations by job satisfaction indicators 
(1988 respondents) 
Job satisfaction Standard 
Indicator Mean* deviation 
N=406 
Importance and value of my work 4.14 .738 
Challenge of present job 4.18 .772 
Degree of authority and/or responsibility 3.62 1.041 
Prestige of current position 3.59 1.005 
Number of people met daily 3.87 .809 
Opportunity for creativity in daily work 3.90 .986 
Freedom to choose own methods 3.98 .915 
Opportunity to advance in this organization 2.88 1.074 
Opportunity for creative programming in present job 3.83 .970 
Accessibility of supervisor for discussion of business 3.63 1.106 
Accessibility of supervisor for discussion of 
personal problems 3.50 1.085 
Amount of supervision received 3.66 .968 
Amount of encouragement for self-development 
received 3.36 1.074 
Adequacy of orientation and inservice training 3.33 1.011 
Adequacy of performance evaluation 2.94 1.084 
Degree of recognition received for a job well done 3.00 1.070 
Feelings about salary progress 3.14 1.172 
Salary compared to those in similar fields of work 2.96 1.072 
Standard of living in the community 3.53 .893 
The degree of security in the position 3.34 1.041 
Performance and capability in job 4.13 .634 
Fringe benefits (insurance, retirement, etc.) 
Immediate physical surroundings (office. 
4.26 .685 
equipment, etc.) 3.51 1.161 
Physical location of office 3.63 1.129 
Parking facilities 3.45 1.212 
Feelings about community (of residence) 4.05 .876 
Relationships with co-workers 3.86 .932 
Relationships with Extension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 3.68 .900 
Relationships with clientele 4.07 .652 
Feelings about service 3.82 .817 
The organization's attitude regarding human dignity 3.79 .895 
*Scale values were as follows: 5 = Very satisfied, 4 = Satisfied, 3 
= Acceptable, 2 = Dissatisfied, 1 = Very dissatisfied. 
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Table 3. (Continued) 
Job satisfaction Standard 
indicator Mean* deviation 
Adequacy of organization's internal communications 3 .03 .904 
The amount of time and work necessary to do job 2 .55 .958 
Content of job 3 .70 .889 
Size of geographical area that served 3 .59 1.059 
The amount of resource support receive 3 .29 .978 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .67 .879 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .12 .861 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 3 .06 .897 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .53 .874 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .50 .981 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .82 .839 
New staff orientation 2 .70 1.096 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .28 .847 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3, .54 .862 
Procedures for using electronic technology 3, .01 .960 
Overall 3. 54 .462 
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satisfaction indicator means for each of the three years were analyzed 
using the SPSSx command ONEWAY. Results of the one way analysis of 
variance test are presented in Table 4. 
Using the Scheffé post-hoc procedure, it was possible to observe 
which indicator means in Table 4 were different. Results of these tests 
are presented in Table 5. Those job satisfaction indicators observed to 
have significant mean differences and an F-probabillty of .05 or less are 
listed below. 
The analysis of variance test for differences among means revealed 
that the job satisfaction indicator "opportunity to advance in this 
organization" had means of 3.11 in 1976, 2.95 in 1980, and 2.88 in 1988. 
The F-probability for this job satisfaction indicator was .003. The 
Scheffé procedure revealed that significant differences existed between 
the 1976 and 1988 means. 
"Accessibility of supervisor for discussion of business" and 
"accessibility of supervisor for discussion of personal problems" means 
were observed to be significantly different for the 1988 respondents. 
The indicator "amount of supervision I received" had significantly 
different means between the 1988 and 1980 year means. 
"Amount of encouragement for self-development I receive", "adequacy 
of our performance evaluation", and "degree of recognition received for a 
job well done" had significantly lower means for the 1988 respondents 
when compared to the means for the 1976 and 1980 respondents. 
Means for the Indicators "my feelings about my salary progress" and 
"my salary compared to those in similar fields of work" were 
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Table 4. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabilities by 
job satisfaction factor for the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Year 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. 
N=437 N=489 N=406 
Importance and value 
of my work SD 
4.17 
(.69) 
4.17 
(.69) 
4.14 
(.74) 
4.16 
(.70) 
.21 .81 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.09 
(.75) 
4.07 
(.77) 
4.18 
(.77) 
4.11 
(.77) 
2.42 .09 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.66 
(.81) 
3.67 
(.89) 
3.62 
(1.04) 
3.65 
(.91) 
.39 .68 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.67 
(.78) 
3.69 
(.87) 
3.59 
(1.00) 
3.66 
(.87) 
1.47 .23 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.72 
(.81) 
3.78 
(.83) 
3.87 
(.81) 
3.79 
(.82) 
3.63 .03 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.83 
(.88) 
3.90 
(.85) 
3.90 
(.99) 
3.88 
(.90) 
.83 .44 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
3.99 
(.84) 
4.07 
(.80) 
3.98 
(.91) 
4.02 
( .85)  
1.57 .21 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
3.11 
(.90) 
2.95 
(.96) 
2.88 
(1.07) 
2.98 
(.98) 
5.71 .0034 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.73 
(.91) 
3.81 
(.88) 
3.83 
(.97) 
3.79 
(.92) 
1.47 .23 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.95 
(.94) 
3.95 
(.99) 
3.63 
(1.11) 
3.85 
(1.02) 
14.59 .0001 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.86 
(.87) 
3.87 
(.91) 
3.56 
(1.09) 
3.75 
(.97) 
20.77 .0001 
» Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 4. (Continued) 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
f-
ratio 
r-
prob 
Amount of super- M^, 
vision received SD 
3.77 
(.83) 
3.83 
(.89) 
3.76 
(.97) 
3.76 
(.90) 
4.24 .015 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.59 
(.90) 
3.62 
(.99) 
3.36 
(1.07) 
3.53 
(.99) 
7.62 .0005 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservlce 
training 
3.40 
(.99) 
3.31 
(1.12) 
3.33 
(1.01) 
3.35 
(1.04) 
1.00 .37 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.13 
(1.05) 
3.30 
(1.08) 
2.94 
(1.05) 
3.13 
(1.08) 
12.02 .0001 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.42 
(.92) 
3.30 
(1.05) 
3.00 
(1.07) 
3.24 
(1.03) 
19.46 .0001 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.21 
(.98) 
2.85 
(1.06) 
3.14 
(1.17) 
3.06 
(1.08) 
15.16 .0001 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
2.97 
(.91) 
2.67 
(1.04) 
2.96 
(1.07) 
2.85 
(1.02) 
13.84 .0001 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.57 
(.78) 
3.39 
(.84) 
3.53 
(.89) 
3.49 
(.84) 
6.00 .002 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.74 
(.86) 
3.76 
(.87) 
3.34 
(1.04) 
3.62 
(.94) 
28.27 .0001 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.87 
(.60) 
3.99 
(.62) 
4.13 
(.63) 
3.99 
(.63) 
17.79 .0001 
Fringe benefits (insur­
ance, retirement, etc.) 
3.74 
(.91) 
3.96 
(.87) 
4.26 
(.69) 
3.98 
(.85) 
40.89 .0001 
Physical sur­
roundings 
3.60 
(.91) 
3.52 
(.87) 
3.51 
(.69) 
3.54 
(1.08) 
.85 .43 
Location of 
office 
3.73 3.72 
(.97) (1.03) 
3.63 3.70 1.15 .32 
(1.13) (1.04) 
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Table 4. (Continued) 
Year 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
Parking facilities M*. 
SD 
3.60 
(1.13) 
3.75 
(1.06) 
3.45 
(1.21) 
3.61 
(1.14) 
7.48 .0006 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.15 
(.76) 
4.09 
(.83) 
4.05 
(.88) 
4.10 
(.82) 
1.44 .24 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
4.07 
(.89) 
4.05 
(.92) 
3.85 
(.93) 
4.00 
(.91) 
7.52 .0006 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.84 
(.83) 
3.91 
(.83) 
3.68 
(.90) 
3.82 
(.86) 
8.13 .0003 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.14 
(.69) 
4.17 
(.68) 
4.07 
(.65) 
4.13 
(.68) 
2.26 .10 
Feelings about 
service 
3.87 
(.76) 
3.77 
(.80) 
3.82 
(.82) 
3.90 
(.80) 
5.29 .005 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.87 
(.85) 
3.93 
(.88) 
3.79 
(.89) 
3.87 
(.88) 
3.00 .0501 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
3.21 
(.86) 
3.24 
(.99) 
3.03 
(.98) 
3.16 
(.93) 
6.65 .001 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.95 
(.96) 
2.90 
(1.05) 
2.54 
(.96) 
2.81 
(1.61) 
20.73 .0001 
Content of job 3.68 
(.80) 
3.75 
(.78) 
3.70 
(.89) 
3.71 
(.82) 
.87 .42 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.68 
(.91) 
3.74 
(.93) 
3.59 
(1.06) 
3.67 
(.97) 
2.75 .06 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.60 
(.95) 
3.59 
(.98) 
3.29 
(.98) 
3.50 
(.98) 
13.68 .0001 
Overall 3.67 
(.44) 
3.67 
(.47) 
3.58 
(.46) 
3.64 
( .46)  
6.16 .002 
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Table 5. Significantly different factor items mean scores 
1988 1988 1976 
Factor vs. vs. vs. 
1976 1980 1980 
Importance and value of my work 
Challenge of present job 
Degree of authority and/or responsibility 
Prestige of current position 
Number of people met daily 
Opportunity for creativity in daily work 
Freedom to choose own methods 
Opportunity to advance in this organization 
Opportunity for creative programming in present job 
Accessibility of supervisor for discussion of 
business 
Accessibility of supervisor for discussion of 
personal problems 
Amount of supervision received 
Amount of encouragement for self-development 
received 
Adequacy of orientation and inservice training 
Adequacy of performance evaluation 
Feelings about salary progress 
Salary compared to those in similar fields of work 
Standard of living in the community 
The degree of security in the position 
Performance and capability in job 
Fringe benefits (insurance, retirement, etc.) 
Immediate physical surroundings (office, equipment, 
etc.) 
Physical location of office 
Parking facilities 
Feelings about community (of residence) 
Relationships with co-workers 
Relationships with Extension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
Relationships with clientele 
Feelings about service 
The organization's attitude regarding human dignity 
Adequacy of organization's internal communications 
The amount of time and work necessary to do job 
Content of job 
Size of geographical area that served 
The amount of resource support receive 
Total 
X X 
X X 
X 
X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X 
X X 
X X 
X 
X X 
X X 
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significantly lower for the 1980 respondents when compared to the 1976 
and 1988 respondents group means. 
"The degree of security I have in the position", "relationships with 
co-workers and extension administration", "internal communications", "the 
amount of time necessary to do the job", and "the amount of resource 
support received" dropped significantly in satisfaction level for the 
1988 respondents* A significant difference was observed between means 
for extension professionals in 1988 when compared to the means for these 
Indicators for the extension professionals in 1980 and 1976. 
Performance and capability on the job and fringe benefits both had a 
mean above the satisfied level for 1988 extension personnel. They were 
both below that level for 1976 and 1980 extension personnel. 
Parking facilities and feelings about the Cooperative Extension 
Service both had lower means for the 1988 respondents than for the 1980 
respondents. 
An overall mean satisfaction level was computed for each of the 
years 1976, 1980, and 1988. The mean for 1976 was 3.67, the mean for 
1980 was 3.64, and the mean for 1988 was 3.58. The F-probability for 
these means was .0022. A Scheffé post-hoc test revealed that the overall 
mean for the 1988 respondents was different from the 1976 and 1980 
overall means. 
Factor analysis was conducted on the 46 satisfaction statements 
using the principal components method and varimax rotation. Based on an 
analysis of the correlational matrix for the job satisfaction indicators, 
an Eigen value of one was used as a logical point to ascertain the number 
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of factors underlying the scaled satisfaction indicators of this study. 
Ten factors were extracted using this procedure. Reliability 
coefficients were computed for each of the ten factors by calculating 
Cronbach's alpha using SPSSx RELIABILITY program. Factors which had a 
reliability correlation of 0.6 or above were maintained as usable 
factors. Seven factors met the I.O or above Eigen value and had a 
reliability of 0.6 or above. These seven factors were named by the 
investigator as follows: (1) supervision, (2) salary» (3) creativity, 
(4) Infrastructure, (5) status, (6) facilities, and (7) marketing. The 
ten original factors, which include the seven named factors, appear in 
Table 6 along with factor analysis coefficients. 
A ONEWAY analysis of variance test was used to determine any 
differences among means for six of the seven factors by ye'ar 1976, 1980, 
1988. Results of these tests are presented in Table 7. A Scheffé post-
hoc test was conducted on these means to determine which means were 
different. 
The supervision factor mean for 1988 (mean = 3.35) was significantly 
different from both the 1976 supervision mean (mean = 3.62) and the 1980 
supervision mean (mean = 3.64). The 1988 mean had a larger standard 
deviation than did the 1976 and 1980 means. The standard deviations for 
these means were .84 for the 1988 mean and .71 and .79 for 1976 and 1980 
means. 
Salary factor means for the three years were also different. The 
salaries mean for the 1980 respondents (mean = 2.97) was lower than the 
1976 (mean = 3.26) and 1988 respondents (mean = 3.21). 
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Table 6. Factor analysis results of 46 job satisfaction indicators 
Factor Coefficient 
FACTOR ONE; Supervision 
Indicators 
Accessibility of my supervisor for discussion of business .82 
Accessibility of my supervisor for discussion of personal 
problems .80 
Amount of supervision I receive .79 
Amount of encouragement for self-development I receive .69 
Adequacy of our performance evaluation .68 
Degree of recognition received for a job well done .54 
Reliability Alpha = 0.8772 
FACTOR TWO: Salary 
Indicators 
My feelings about my salary progress .82 
My salary compared to those in similar fields of work .86 
My standard of living in this community .76 
Reliability Alpha = 0.8558 
FACTOR THREE ; Creativity 
Indicators 
Opportunity for creativity in my daily work .81 
Freedom to choose own methods .71 
Opportunity for creative programming in my present job .79 
Reliability Alpha = 0.8397 
FACTOR FOUR; Infrastructure 
Indicators 
My feelings about our service .59 
The organization's attitude regarding human dignity .66 
Adequacy of organization's internal communications .70 
Reliability Alpha = 0.6910 
FACTOR FIVE; Status 
Indicators 
Importance and value of my work .61 
Challenge of my present job .70 
My degree of authority and/or responsibility .65 
Reliability Alpha = 0.7222 
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Table 6. (Continued) 
Factor Coefficient 
FACTOR SIX: Facilities 
Indicators 
My Immediate physical surroundings (office, equipment, etc.) 
Physical location of my office 
Parking facilities 
Reliability Alpha = 0.7722 
Indicators 
FACTOR SEVEN; Marketing 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension Organization 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 
Procedures for using electronic technology 
Reliability Alpha = 0.7762 
.78 
.83 
.76 
.85 
.89 
.63 
.62 
FACTOR EIGHT 
Indicators 
Number of people I get to meet daily 
My performance and capability in my job 
My relationships with our clientele 
Reliability Alpha = 0.5379 
FACTOR NINE 
Indicators 
The amount of time and work necessary to do job 
Size of geographical area that I serve 
The amount of resource support I receive 
Reliability Alpha = 0.5568 
FACTOR TEN 
Indicators 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current needs of 
clientele 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on program efforts 
Understanding of my job responsibilities 
Reliability Alpha = 0.5310 
.58 
.59 
.72 
.65 
.71 
.61 
.74 
.64 
.51 
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Table 7. Factor means, standard deviations, F-value and F-probability 
by year 
Year F-
Factor Factor F- proba-
1976 1980 1988 mean value bility 
Supervision 3 .62 3 .64 3 .35 3 .55 19 
CO o
 .0001 
SD^ ( .71) ( .79) ( .84) ( .79) 
Salary 3 .26 2 .97 3 .21 3 .14 14 .83 .0001 
( .77) ( .87) ( .93) ( .64) 
Creativity 3 .64 3 .64 3 .59 3 .63 0 .88 .4100 
( .66) ( .63) ( .78) ( .69) 
Infrastructure 3 .65 3 .72 3 .54 3 .64 7, .05 .0009 
( • 66) ( .73) ( .69) (. 70) 
Status 3, .97 3, .97 3, .98 3, .97 0, .04 .9600 
(, .58) (. 62) (. 69) (, .63) 
Facilities 3, .64 3, .66 3, .53 3. 61 2, .44 .0900 
(. .86) (. .89) (. .97) (. .91) 
Overall mean 3. 63 3. 60 3. 48 3. ,58 10. ,71 .0001 
(. ,46) (. 50) (. 52) (. 50) 
yM = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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The factor "Infrastructure" had statistically different means. The 
mean for the 1988 group (mean = 3.54) was the lowest mean when compared 
to the 1980 and 1976 group means. 
Two factors which did not change for each of the three years studied 
were creativity and status. Analysis of the data indicated mean 
satisfaction levels for these factors were not statistically different. 
The factor mean for "marketing" could not be compared by year 
because this factor contained responses to statements which were not 
included for the 1976 and 1980 study participants to respond to. 
A grand mean for the six factors of supervision, salary, creativity, 
infrastructure, status, and facilities was calculated and a significant 
difference observed among respondent group means. The grand means for 
the 1976 (mean'= 3.63) and for the 1980 group (mean = 3.60) were 
significantly different from the grand ïnean for the 1988 group (mean = 
3.48). 
Respondent Demographic Influences 
Satisfaction factors identified through factor analysis for the 1988 
respondents were compared according to demographic variables using the 
one way analysis for variance procedure. Results of the one way 
procedure comparing means of position groups for the factors supervision, 
salary, creativity, infrastructure, status, facilities, and marketing are 
presented in Table 8. 
No statistical differences were observed among position means for 
the factor entitled "supervision". The grand mean for this factor was 
Table 8. Position means, standard deviations, F—values, and F—probability by factors 
Position^ F-
Factor F- proba-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Total value bility 
N=78 N= =59 N= =55 N= =55 N= =15 N= 16 N=21 N= =97 N=9 N= =406 
Supervision M^ 3.42 3. ,36 3. 46 3. 37 3. ,46 3. 48 3.48 3. 13 3.45 3. ,35 1. 18 .31 
SD^ (.85) ( .  73) ( .  83) ( .  ,88) ( .  60) ( .  79) (.81) ( .  92) (.47) ( ,  84) 
Salary 3.13 3. ,36 3. ,35 3. 18 3. 11 2. 73 3.96 3. 07 3.22 3. ,22 3. 10 .002 
(.97) ( .  88) ( .  88) ( .  90) ( ,  .89) (1.02) (.96) ( .  ,90) (.62) ( .  93) 
Creativity 3.61 3. ,59 3. ,54 3, .65 3, .58 3. ,71 3.92 3. ,49 3.52 3. 59 0. ,80 .60 
(.69) ( .  75) ( .  79) ( .  69) ( .83) ( .  83) (.57) ( .  ,91) (.78) ( .  78) 
Infrastructure 3.64 3. 57 3. 58 3, .48 3 .76 3, .38 3.90 3. 37 3.63 3, .54 2. 10 .04 
(.65) ( .  69) ( .  72) ( .58) ( .58) ( .  93) (.62) ( .  72) (.51) ( .69) 
Status 4.04 3, .97 3, .95 4 .05 3 .78 3. 88 4.19 3, .91 4.07 3 .98 0. 76 .64 
(.60) ( .65) ( .68) (  .59) (  .92) ( .  89) (.67) ( ,  .78) (.49) ( .69) 
Facilities 3.77 3 .59 3 .62 3 .58 3 .64 4, .02 3.70 3 .09 3.78 3 .54 4, .17 .0001 
(.91) ( .98) ( .85) (  .89) (  .87) ( .75) (1.17) ( .95) (1.07) (  .96) 
Marketing 3.17 3 .16 3 .37 3 .00 3 .30 3 .50 3.23 3 .05 3.69 3 .18 2 .41 .015 
(.77) (  .66) (  .63) (  .71) (  .64) ( .55) (.71) ( .76) (.63) (  .72) 
Overall mean 3.54 3 .52 3 .55 3 .48 3 .52 3 .53 3.77 3 .30 3.62 3 .49 2 .76 .006 
(.51) (  .43) (  .52) (  .47) '  (  .49) (  .59) (.44) (  .58) (.41) (  .52) 
^Position numbers are: 1 = Agriculture, 2 = Home Economics, 3 = 4-H and Youth, 4 = Area 
Specialists, 5 = Extension Program Aide or Associate, 6 = Agriculture and 4-H and Youth, 7 = 
Administration, 8 = State Specialist, and 9 = Home Economics and 4-H and Youth, 
= Mean. 
•^SD = Standard deviation. 
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3.35; however, the standard deviation ranged from .47 for the respondent 
group of home economics and 4-H and youth to .92 for state specialists. 
An F-probability of .002 was observed when comparing means for the 
factor entitled "salary" grouped by respondent positions. The mean for 
the administration group (mean = 3.96) was the highest. The agriculture 
and 4-H and youth position group mean (mean = 2.73) was the lowest mean. 
The respondent group of agriculture and 4-H and youth also had the 
highest standard deviation (SD = 1.02) when compared with the overall 
standard deviation (SD = .93). 
Creativity means were not statistically different from each other 
when grouped by position. Creativity means ranged from 3.92 for the 
administration group to 3.49 for the state specialist group. A grand 
mean for this factor of 3.59 was observed. The State specialists group 
had the greatest standard deviation (.91). 
For the factor entitled "infrastructure", the administration group 
had the highest satisfaction mean (mean = 3.90). State specialists (mean 
= 3.37) had the lowest satisfaction mean. A statistically significant 
difference was observed among the position group means for this factor. 
The Scheffé post-hoc test did not reveal which were different 
statistically. 
It was noted that there was no statistical difference between means 
for the factor "status" when grouped by position. The grand mean for 
this factor was 3.98. 
The factor entitled "facilities" provided some unexpected 
significant results when grouped by position. The mean for state 
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specialist group (mean = 3.09) was the lowest mean, and the mean for 
agriculture and 4-H and youth group (mean = 4.02) was the highest. The 
grand mean for facilities was 3.50 with a standard deviation of .96. The 
administration group mean had the highest standard deviation of 1.17. 
The Scheffé post-hoc test did not reveal which means were statistically 
different. 
An F-probability of .015 for difference between position means for 
the factor "marketing" was observed. Home economics and 4-H and youth 
(mean = 3.69) was the highest group mean, whereas area specialists (mean 
= 3.0) had the lowest group mean. 
When comparing position grand means for differences, an F-
probability of .0056 was observed. The position with the highest grand 
mean for all seven factors was administration (mean = 3.77). An 
unexpected low mean (mean = 3.30)-was observed for the state specialists 
group. 
Of all seven factors, the factor entitled "status" was observed to 
have the highest overall mean of 3.98. Overall means for the factors 
entitled "creativity", "infrastructure", and "facilities" ranged between 
3.54 and 3.59, whereas the factors entitled "supervision", "salary", and 
"marketing" had means below 3.35. The factor entitled "facilities" had 
the largest standard deviation of .96 followed by the factor entitled 
"salary" with a standard deviation of .93. 
Type of position was grouped into single county, multiple county, 
area and state. Group means were compared by factors and the one way 
analysis for variance test was conducted to determine any possible 
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differences among group means. Results of this procedure are presented 
in Table 9. 
No statistical differences were observed in the type of positions 
means for the factors entitled "supervision", "salary", "creativity", 
"infrastructure", and "marketing". 
The factor entitled "status" was observed to have the highest 
overall mean for the seven factors, but when grouped by type of 
respondent position, means were observed not to be significantly 
different. 
Type of position means were observed to be different from each other 
for the factor entitled "facilities" (F-probability of .0001). The 
single county group mean (mean = 3.80) was the highest mean with the area 
group mean (mean « 3.69) second. Surprisingly, the state group mean 
(mean = 3.15) was lowest followed by the multicounty group mean (mean = 
3.49). The total mean for facilities was 3.53 with a standard deviation 
of .72. 
The analysis of variance test on the grand means for the type of the 
respondent positions, including all seven factors, had an F-value of 2.27 
and an F-probablllty of .0782. 
The seven factors were compared grouped according to the sex of the 
respondent, and the results of these comparisons are presented in Table 
10. The only difference among means, grouped according to respondent 
sex, were observed for the factor entitled "facilities". Females (mean = 
3.39) responded with a lower satisfaction level than did males (mean = 
3.64), and females (SD = .64) had a higher standard deviation than did 
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Table 9. Factor means, standard deviations, F-values and F-
probabilities by type of respondent position 
Type of position 
F_ 
Factor Single Multiple Factor F- proba-
county county Area State mean ratio bility 
N=152 N=57 N=62 N=133 N=406 
Supervision m\ 3.41 3.41 3.36 3.24 3.35 1.12 .34 
SD° (.81) (.73) (.93) (.86) ( .84)  
Salary 3.13 3.41 3.26 3.20 3.21 1.29 .28 
(.93) (.85) (.96) (.95) (.93) 
Creativity 3.61 3.51 3.67 3.58 3.59 0.44 .72 
(.73) (.79) (.69) (.87) (.78) 
Infrastructure 3.59 3.52 3.58 3.47 3.54 0.83 .48 
(.67) (.76) (.64) (.71) (.69) 
Status 4.01 3.90 4.03 3.95 3.98 0.53 .66 
(.63) (.70) (.64) (.77) (.69) 
Facilities • 3.80 3.49 3.69 3.15 3.53 12.57 .OOQl 
(.88) (.85) (.94) (1.00) (.96) 
Marketing 3.26 3.18 3.04 3.15 3.18 1.62 .18 
(.73) (.57) (.70) (.76) (.72) 
Overall 3.55 3.49 3.52 3.39 3.48 2.29 
00 o
 
(.49) (.48) (.51) (.57) (.52) 
yM = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 10. Factor means, standard deviations, F-values, and F 
probabilities by sex of the respondent 
Sex 
Factor 
mean 
F-
ratio 
F-
proba-
bility Factor Male Female 
N-227 N=177 N=404 
Supervision 
SD» 
3.39 
(.88) 
3.30 
(.78) 
3.35 
(.84) 
1.13 .28 
Salary 3.19 
(.96) 
3.24 
(.90) 
3.21 
(.93) 
0.32 .57 
Creativity 3.63 
(.78) 
3.55 
(.77) 
3.59 
(.78) 
1.14 .29 
Infrastructure 3.60 
(.70) 
3.47 
(.68) 
3.54 
(.69) 
3.19 .07 
Status 4.01 
(.69) 
3.94 
(.69) 
3.98 
(.69) 
1.12 .29 
Facilities 3.64 
(.93) 
3.39 
(.99) 
3.53 
(.97) 
7.24 .007 
Marketing 3.20 
(.77) 
3.14 
(.64) 
3.18 
(.72) 
0.76 .38 
Overall mean 3.52 
(.54) 
3.43 
(.49) 
3.48 
(.52) 
3.03 .08 
yM = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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males (SD = .93). The total mean for facilities was 3.53. It was 
further observed that males had a higher grand mean for all factors than 
did females, but not at a statistically significant level. 
Respondents' age group was compared to job satisfaction for each of 
the seven factors. The age groups used were under 30 years of age, 30-39 
years of age, 40-49 years of age, and 50 and over years of age. Results 
of these comparisons are presented in Table 11. 
The only factor for which the age group means were significantly 
different was entitled "facilities". Those respondents 50 years and over 
had the highest mean (mean = 3.39). The means for the under 30 age group 
(mean = 3.34) and the group of 30-39 years of age (mean = 3.33) were 
similar and the lowest for all of the age groups. 
When comparing the overall means for each age group, a significant 
difference was observed among age group means. The respondents 50 years 
of age and older (mean = 3.61) had the highest mean, and those 
respondents 30-39 years of age (mean = 3.37) had the lowest group mean. 
The F-value for these means was 4.57, and the F-probability was .0037. 
Data in Table 12 contain means and standard deviations for years of 
experience with extension for each of the seven factors. Years of 
experience with extension were grouped as follows: 0-3 years of 
experience, 4-9 years of experience, 10-20 years of experience, 21-30 
years of experience, and over 30 years of experience. 
For the factor entitled "supervision", a significant difference 
among group experience means was observed. Those respondents with 21-30 
years of experience had the highest mean (mean = 3.70) and the lowest 
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Table 11. Factor means, standard deviations, F-values, and F-
probabllities by age of respondents 
Age of respondent 
Factor Under 
30 
30-
39 
40-
49 
50 and 
over 
Factor 
mean 
F-
ratio 
F-
proba-
bility 
N=34 N=139 N=121 N=lll N=406 
Supervision M®. 3.45 3.20 3.38 3.46 3.35 2.29 .08 
SD (.83) (.84) (.84) (.81) (.84) 
Salary 3.27 3.13 3.20 3.30 3.21 0.74 .53 
(.81) (.99) (.88) (.95) (.93) 
Creativity 3.53 3.47 3.67 3.67 3.59 2.02 .11 
(.77) (.83) (.75) (.73) (.78) 
Infrastructure 3.53 3.48 3.50 3.66 3.54 1.64 .18 
(.63) (.71) (.67) (.68) (.69) 
Status 3.97 3.90 4.06 4.00 3.98 1.21 .30 
(.63) (.72) (.66) (.70) (.69) 
Facilities 3.34 3.33 3.46 3.90 3.53 8.45 .0001 
(.93) (.96) (.99) (.86) (.96) 
Marketing 3.22 3.08 3.17 3.29 3.18 1.82 .14 
(.76) (.76) (.70) (.66) (.72) 
Overall 3.47 3.37 3.49 3.61 3.48 4.57 .003 
(.44) (.52) (.50) (.53) (.52) 
yM = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 12. Factor means, standard deviations, F-values, and F-
probabllitles by years of respondents' experience in 
extension 
Years of experience 
F-
Factor 
0-3 4-9 
10-
20 
21-
30 
Over 
30 
Factor 
mean 
F- proba-
ratio bility 
N=87 N=102 N=147 N=39 N=27 N=406 
Supervision M^, 
SD 
3.41 
(.71) 
3.15 
(.97) 
3.33 
(.82) 
3.70 
(.69) 
3.51 
(.79) 
3.35 
(.84) 
3.63 .006 
Salary 3.15 
(.81) 
3.13 
(.95) 
3.23 
(.97) 
3.47 
(.87) 
3.31 
(1.04) 
3.22 
(.93) 
1.16 .33 
Creativity 3.73 
(.74) 
3.39 
(.85) 
3.61 
(.74) 
3.73 
(.64) 
3.69 
(.78) 
3.59 
(.77) 
2.91 .02 
Infrastructure 3.64 
(.51) 
3.46 
(.76) 
3.48 
(.74) 
3.68 
(.59) 
3.68 
(.78) 
3.54 
(.69) 
1.73 .14 
Status 4.06 
(.57) 
3.86 
(.76) 
3.98 
(.71) 
4.13 
(.61) 
3.98 
(.70) 
3.98 
(.69) 
1.46 .21 
Facilities 3.33 
(1.01) 
3.36 
(.96) 
3.62 
(.96) 
3.68 
(.73) 
4.14 
(.96) 
3.53 
(.97) 
5.18 .0005 
Marketing 3.20 
(.76) 
3.12 
(.72) 
3.12 
(.74) 
3.28 
(.58) 
3.46 
(.64) 
3.18 
(.72) 
1.58 .18 
Overall 3.50 
(.41) 
3.35 
(.56) 
3.48 
(.52) 
3.67 
(.46) 
3.68 
(.62) 
3.48 
(.52) 
3.91 .004 
fn = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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standard deviation (SD = .69). The lowest group mean with the smallest 
standard deviation was observed for those respondents with 4-9 years of 
experience (mean = 3.15, SD = .97). 
For the factor "creativity", an F-value of .0215 and an F-
probabillty of .022 was observed, indicating that a significant 
difference existed among the experience group means for this factor. It 
was observed that respondents with the 0-3 and 21-30 years of experience 
had the high means (mean = 3.73). The 4-9 year group (mean = 3.39) had 
the low mean. 
The only other factor revealing significant differences among means 
grouped by years of experience with extension was for the factor entitled 
"facilities". The group of respondents with over 30 years of experience 
with extension had the high group mean. The group with 21-30 years of 
experience with extension had the second highest mean (mean = 3.68), 
followed by the group with 10-20 years of experience with extension (mean 
= 3.62). The group with 0-3 years of experience with extension had the 
lowest mean (mean = 3.33). 
The overall means for respondents grouped by age were observed to be 
significantly different. Respondents with over 30 years of experience 
with extension had the highest mean (mean = 3.68), whereas respondents 
with 4-9 years of experience with extension had the lowest mean (mean = 
3.35). 
When analyzing means grouped according to educational background, 
only one factor was observed to have significant differences among group 
means. This observation is based on data presented in Table 13. 
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Table 13. Factor means, standard deviations, F-values, and F-
probabilities by educational background of the respondent 
Educational background 
F-
Factor High Factor F- proba­
school B.S. M.S. Ph.D. mean ratio bility 
N=2 N=108 N=220 N=75 N=406 
Supervision M®. 3.42 3.44 3.35 3.22 3.35 0.97 .41 
SD° (1.06) (.80) (.82) (.94) (.84) 
Salary 4.00 3.18 3.17 3.38 3.21 1.48 .22 
(.94) (.90) (.95) (.92) (.93) 
Creativity 4.00 3.57 3.61 3.56 3.59 0.28 .84 
(.94) (.76) (.73) (.94) (.78) 
Infrastructure 3.33 3.63 3.50 3.54 3.54 0.91 .43 
(.47) (.65) (.69) (.73) (.69) 
Status 4.33 4.00 3.95 4.01 3.98 0.35 .79 
(.47) (.60) (.72) (.75) (.69) 
Facilities 4.67 3.56 3.58 3.36 3.54 1.89 .13 
(.47) (.93) (.99) (.92) (.96) 
Marketing 5.00 3.24 3.14 3.16 3.18 2.68 .047 
(.00) (.67) (.71) (.79) (.72) 
Overall group 4.00 3.52 3.47 3.46 3.48 0.90 .44 
( . 7 8 )  (.49) (.52) (.56) (.52) 
yM = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Means for the factor entitled "marketing" were observed to be 
significantly different at the .0467 probability level. Respondent 
educational background was grouped in the following groups: high school, 
B.S., M.S., and Ph.D. degree. The high school group mean (mean = 5.0) 
was highest with all of the other group means being between 3.46 and 
3.52. There were only two respondents in the high school group, and both 
responded with a rating of 5.0. 
Data in Table 14 contain the seven factors grouped by Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Service area in which the respondents were 
assigned. The areas were: Southwest, East central. Central, North 
central. Southeast, Northwest, Northeast, State or university. 
For the factor entitled "supervision", an F-value of 4.97 and F-
probability of .0001 was observed. The highest mean was observed for the 
North central group (mean = 3.79), and the lowest mean was observed for 
the Northeast area group (mean = 3.08). The mean for all the areas for 
this factor was 3.34. 
Another factor revealing a significant difference was for the factor 
entitled "infrastructure". The mean for this factor was 3.46, the F-
value was 3.54, and the F-probability was .0357. The area group observed 
to have the highest mean was the Southeast group (mean = 3.87), and the 
area group with the lowest mean was the Southwest group (mean = 3.39). 
Based on the analysis of variance test results presented in Table 
14, at least two of the area groups were different from each other for 
the factor entitled "facilities". The area group having the highest 
satisfaction mean was the central area (mean = 3.83). The lowest mean 
Table 14. Factor means, standard deviations, F-values, and F-probabilities grouped by Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Service area 
Factor 
Iowa Cooperative Extension area F-
Factor F- proba— 
mean value bility 
N= =44 N= 39 N= =29 N=36 N= =33 N= =42 N= =36 N= =133 N= =406 
Supervision 3. ,48 3. 14 3. ,49 3.76 3. ,76 3. 10 3, ,08 3. 23 3. 34 4. 97 .0001 
SD*^ ( .  78) ( .  ,86) ( .  85) (.64) ( .  68) ( .  75) ( .  86) ( .  86) ( .  84) 
Salary 3. 23 2. ,96 2. 26 3.49 3. 30 3. 04 3. 25 3, .20 3, .21 1. ,15 .33 
( .  91) (1.02) ( .  89) (.83) ( .  77) ( .  91) ( .  ,98) ( .95) ( .93) 
Creativity 3, .50 3. 56 3, .60 3.53 3, .84 3 .56 3. 57 3 .58 3, .58 0. ,62 .74 ( .77) ( .  76) ( .71) (.72) ( .57) ( .74) ( .  72) ( .87) ( .77) 
Infrastructure 3 .39 3, .63 3 .62 3.55 3 .87 3, .41 3, .67 3 .46 3 .54 2. 17 .04 
( .67) ( .  71) ( .71) (.73) ( .50) ( .68) ( .62) ( .71) ( .69) 
Status 3 .95 3 .90 3 .91 4.00 4 .17 3 .96 4 .05 3 .94 3 .97 0, .58 .77 
(  .64) ( .67) (  .76) (.63) (  .48) (  .73) ( .56) (  .77) (  .69) 
Facilities 3 .72 3 .44 3 .83 3.68 3 .85 3 .64 3 .72 3 .16 3 .51 4 .55 .0001 
(  .85) (1.04) (  .85) (.89) (  .83) (  .95) (  .87) (1.01) (  .97) 
Marketing 3 .20 3 .03 3 .30 3.08 3 .40 3 .10 3 .30 3 .14 3 .17 1 .16 .32 
(  .61) (  .69) (  .77) (.70) (  .69) (  .77) (  .65) (  .76) (  .72) 
Overall mean 3 .50 3 .38 3 .57 3.59 3 .74 3 .40 3 .52 3 .39 3 .47 2 .62 .011 
(  .48) (  .52) (  .45) (.46) (  .39) (  .50) (  .45) (  .57) (  .51) 
^lowa Cooperative Extension area numbers are: 1 = Southwest, 2 = East central, 3 = Central, 
4 = North central, 5 = Southeast, 6 = Northwest, 7 = Northeast, 8 = State or university. 
= Mean. 
^SD = Standard deviation. 
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was observed for the state or university group (mean = 3.16). Standard 
deviations for the group means for this factor ranged from .83 to 1.04. 
Significant differences were observed among overall means for the 
area groups. The highest satisfaction rating was observed for the 
Southeast group (mean • 3.74), and the lowest satisfaction rating was 
observed for the East central group (mean = 3.38). 
Data in Table 15 contain means and standard deviations of 
respondents who were extension program aides or associates grouped by 
extension program area. No significant differences were observed between 
program area groups for any of the factors. All factor means ranged 
between 2.97 and 3.73. 
Inservice Needs 
The levels of professional inservice training provided the 
Cooperative Extension Service expressed by the 1988 respondents are 
presented in Table 16. Study participants were asked to indicate the 
level of emphasis they felt was being devoted to ten program Inservice 
areas. They were asked to Indicate whether emphasis on each area was 
"too much" (responded with 1), "just right" (responded with 2), or "not 
enough" (responded with 3). 
It was observed that 31 of the respondents indicated that "too much" 
emphasis was placed on inservice education opportunities. Two hundred 
seventy-five respondents indicated that they had received just the right 
amount of emphasis on this activity, and 68 indicated they had not 
received enough inservice education opportunities. The mean for this 
69 
Table 15. Factor means, standard deviations, F-values, and F-
probabillties by program aide area 
Program aide area* 
F_ 
Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 
Factor 
mean 
F- proba-
ratlo bility 
N=2 N=2 N=4 N=1 N=2 N=ll 
Supervision 
SD^ 
3.67 
(.47) 
2.67 
(.47) 
3.29 
(.20) 
3.50 
(.00) 
3.83 
(.24) 
3.36 
(.48) 
3.89 .07 
Salary 2.50 
(2.12) 
2.67 
(.00) 
3.08 
(.63) 
3.00 
(.00) 
3.50 
(.71) 
2.97 
(.86) 
0.30 .87 
Creativity 3.83 
(.24) 
3.67 
(.47) 
3.92 
(1.00) 
3.00 
(.00) 
3.00 
(.47) 
3.61 
(.71) 
0.69 .62 
Infrastructure 3.83 
(.24) 
3.17 
(.24) 
3.58 
(.32) 
5.00 
(.00) 
3.50 
(.71) 
3.67 
(.58) 
3.95 .07 
Status 3.50 
(.71) 
3.17 
(.71) 
3.83 
(.64) 
5.00 
(.00) 
3.67 
(.47) 
3.73 
(.70) 
1.48 .32 
Facilities 3.83 
(.24) 
4.83 
(.24) 
3.50 
(1.00) 
3.00 
(.00) 
2.83 
(.24) 
3.64' 
(.89) 
2.23 .18 
Marketing 3.17 
(.71) 
2.63 
(.53) 
3.42 
(.65) 
3.75 
(.00) 
2.67 
(.47) 
3.12 
(.63) 
1.10 .44 
Overall mean 3.48 
(.67) 
3.26 
(.16) 
3.52 
(.42) 
3.75 
(.00) 
3.29 
(.34) 
3.44 
(.37) 
0.32 .86 
^Program aide area numbers are: 1 = 4-H and youth, 2 = EFNEP, 3 = 
Agriculture, 4 » Community and rural development, and 5 = Home Economics. 
= Mean. 
^SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 16. Expressed level of respondent professional Inservice needs 
(1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too 
much 
Just 
right 
Not 
enough Mean STD 
Inservice education 31 273 68 2.10 .507 
opportunities 8.3% 73.4% 18.3% 
Required inservice 94 248 18 1.79 .517 
education 26.1% 68.9% 5.0% 
Inservice for major 24 225 103 2.22 .558 
programs 6.8% 63.9% 29.3% 
Administrative skills 12 119 170 2.53 .575 
(management etc.) 4.0% 39.5% 56.5% 
Use of video 15 192 132 2.35 .562 
inservice 4.4% 56.6% 38.9% 
Use of satellite 
inservice 
20 
6.3% 
110 
34.4% 
190 
59.4% 
2.53 .613 
Individual inservice 9 131 134 2.46 .561 
study packets 3.3% 47.8% 48.9% 
Inservice by 38 187 87 2.16 .614 
teleconference 12.2% 59.9% 27.9% 
Process skill 
(teaching etc.) 
Inservice for area 
specialists 
5 
1.5% 
6 
5.3% 
158 
47.2% 
68 
59.6% 
172 
51.3% 
40 
35.1% 
2.50 
2.30 
.530 
.563 
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activity was 2.10, and the standard deviation was .50. 
In the area of required inservice education, 94 respondents 
indicated there was too much emphasis, 248 indicated just the right 
amount of emphasis, and 18 indicated there was not enough emphasis on 
these activities. The mean for this activity was 1.8, and the standard 
deviation was .52. 
Twenty-four respondents indicated that they had received too much 
inservice on major programs, 225 respondents indicated that they had 
received just the right amount of inservice programs, and 103 responded 
that they had not enough inservice on these programs. Respondents' mean 
for this activity was 2.2, and the standard deviation was .56. 
Most of the respondents (170) indicated that they had not received 
enough inservice training in adminsitrative skills (management). Twelve 
respondents indicated they had received too much, and 119 indicated they 
had received just the right amount of inservice in administration skills 
(management etc.). 
Use of video inservice was rated just right by 192 respondents, too 
much by 15 respondents, and 132 respondents indicated that they had not 
received enough. The mean response for this inservice activity was 2.4. 
Most respondents (190) indicated that satellite inservice was not 
used enough. Few respondents (20) indicated they had received too much 
satellite inservice, and 110 respondents responded that they had received 
just the right amount. The mean response (mean = 2.5) for this activity 
was between just right and not enough. 
Almost half (134) of the respondents indicated that they had not 
72 
received enough Individual Inservlce on study packets. Most of the 
remaining respondents (134) indicated they received just the right amount 
of individual inservice on study packets, and only 9 indicated too much. 
The majority of the respondents (187) indicated that they had 
received just the right amount of inservice by teleconference. Eighty-
seven respondents indicated not enough, and 30 responded with too much 
inservlce by teleconference had been received. 
More than half (172) of the respondents indicated that they had not 
received enough inservice in areas of process skill (teaching etc.). One 
hundred fifty-eight responded with just right, and only 5 responded with 
too much Inservice in this area. 
Sixty percent (68) of the respondents indicated just the right 
amount of inservice from area specialists had been received. Most of the 
remaining respondents (40) responded with not enough, and only 6 
responded with too much inservlce from area specialists. 
Major Findings 
The following statements summarize the major findings of this 
investigation: 
1. Approximately 24 percent of all Iowa Cooperative Extension 
professionals are State Specialists with Agricultural Agents 
making up 19 percent of the respondents. 
2. Single county and state positions made up 70 percent of all 
Cooperative Extension personnel positions. 
3. Ninety-two percent of respondents were older than 30 years of 
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age. 
Twenty-one percent of the respondents had less than three years' 
experience with extension, 25 percent had four through nine 
years of experience, and 36 percent had 10-20 years of 
experience. 
"Importance and value of my work", "challenge of present job", 
"performance and capability in job", "fringe benefits 
(Insurance, retirement, etc.)", "feelings about community (of 
residence)", and "relationships with clientele" were all rated 
above the satisfactory level by the 1988 respondents. 
"Opportunity to advance in this organization", "adequacy of 
performance evaluation", "salary compared to those In similar 
fields of work", "the amount of time and work necessary to do • 
job", and "new staff orientation" were all observed to be rated 
lower in job satisfaction. 
Respondents, when grouped by the years 1976, 1980, and 1988, 
were observed to have differences between group means for 21 of 
the 36 job satisfaction Indicators. 
Factor analysis identified seven factors with reliabilities 
above .60 and were as follows: supervision, salary, creativity, 
infrastructure, status, facilities, and marketing. 
Differences were observed between means of years of experience 
in extension and the factor entitled "supervision", "salary", 
and "infrastructure". 
Administrators had the highest overall mean for all factors when 
74 
grouped by position. 
11. Respondents who were 50 years of age and older had the highest 
means for all factors. 
12. The southeast area was observed to have the highest total mean 
for all factors when compared to other area groups. 
13. The amount of Inservlce education opportunities, required 
Inservice education, and Inservlce by teleconference was 
observed to have been adequately provided by the Cooperative 
Extension Service. 
14. More administrative skills, use of satellite inservlce, 
individual study packets, and process skills (teaching etc.) 
inservlce programs were inservlce activities that the 
respondents expressed a need for more inservice activity. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to assess the job satisfaction and 
perceived Inservlce needs of Iowa Cooperative Extension Service 
personnel* More specifically, this Investigation was Intended to: 
(1) determine the level of job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative Extension 
Personnel; (2) determine and compare differences in levels of job 
satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative Extension Personnel for the periods 
ending in 1976, 1980 and 1988; (3) compare the level of job satisfaction 
of Iowa Cooperative Extension Personnel grouped according to selected 
demographic factors; and (4) determine training satisfaction and 
inservlce needs of Iowa Cooperative Extension Personnel. 
The design of this study was effective in accomplishing the 
objectives; however, when Interpreting the findings, the following 
characteristics in the design of the study should be considered: 
1. There were only two respondents for whom the last degree 
received was high school. Individual responses significantly 
affected the means from this group. 
2. Fifty-one percent of the returned questionnaires were from the 
county level and 15 percent from the area level. Responses from 
county respondents may have overshadowed the responses from area 
respondents. 
3. Responses from the agriculture and 4-H and youth (number = 16), 
extension program aide or associate (number » 15), home 
economists and 4-H and youth personnel, were relatively small 
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groups. When grouped according to demographic variables, these 
groups were very small, and an Individual's job satisfaction 
level could cause great fluctuation In group means. 
The questionnaire for this investigation was sent to all Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Service personnel (number = 471) listed in Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Service administration's files. Eighty-six percent 
(number = 406) of the questionnaires were returned, providing a good 
representation of the population studied. 
Extension personnel Indicated that they were satisfied with: the 
importance, value, and challenge of their jobs, their performances and 
capabilities, job fringe benefits, and their relationships with their 
clientele. 
Iowa Cooperative Extension Service personnel expressed "above 
acceptable" their satisfaction with the following job satisfaction 
indicators: dealing with authority and responsibility, prestige, number 
of people met dally, creativity in job, freedom to choose own methods, 
opportunity for creative programming, accessibility of supervisor for 
discussion of business and personal problems, supervision, encouragement 
for self-development, adequacy of orientation and inservice training, 
salary progress, standard of living, degree of security, physical 
surroundings, location of office, parking facilities, relationship with 
co-workers and administration, feelings about service, organization's 
attitudes regarding human dignity and internal communications, content of 
job, geographical area served, programs reflecting needs of clientele, 
marketing programs and organization, cooperation with other staff, 
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available electronic technology, understanding of job responsibilities, 
emphasis on volunteer and leadership development and procedures for using 
electronic technology. 
The job satisfaction Indicators which were observed to be below the 
acceptable level as expressed by Iowa Cooperative Extension Service 
respondents were: opportunity to advance In this organization, adequacy 
of performance evaluation, degree of recognition received for a job well 
done, salary compared to those In similar fields of work, the amount of 
time and work necessary to do the job, and new staff orientation. 
The first objective of this Investigation was "to determine the 
level of job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative Extension Personnel." Iowa 
Cooperative Extension personnel were observed to have an overall 
satisfaction mean of 3.54. This mean was well above the acceptable 
level. With all the changes that Iowa extension has gone through in the 
last few years which have affected personnel, the investigator was 
pleased to find an overall mean which was that close to the satisfied 
level. 
When analyzing response means for job satisfaction indicators by 
year, many differences were observed. Opportunity to advance in this 
organization was observed to have a steady decline in mean value from 
1976 to 1988. This decline cannot be explained by the investigator. 
Indicators relating to supervisor accessibility, supervision, and 
encouragement declined sharply between 1980 and 1988. This decline may 
indicate that the gap between administration and personnel grew larger 
over this time period. With the organizational changes extension has 
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experienced, It is possible supervisors may be spending more time working 
with the organization as a whole than In the past, and as a result, less 
time is spent working with the individual employee. 
Satisfaction levels for indicators related to salary and standard of 
living dropped in 1980 when compared to 1976, but improvement was 
observed in 1988. This change in respondent means suggests to the 
investigator that personnel salaries must have improved between 1980 and 
1988. 
An indicator observed to have a steady job satisfaction level 
incline was "my performance and capability in my job." Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel may believe they are better qualified, 
perhaps better educated or experienced than they were in 1976 to 1980. 
It was interesting to note that the degree of recognition and 
encouragement decreased, whereas performance and capability increased. 
"My fringe benefits (insurance, retirement, etc.)" had a steady 
incline for the years 1976, 1980, and 1988. This observation suggests 
that improvements in fringe benefits have been made by the Cooperative 
Extension Service over the past 12-year period. 
Relationships with co-workers and administration declined with the 
largest drop in satisfaction means being between the years of 1980 and 
1988. This decline in means may indicate that the closeness of the 
organization or feelings of unity and belonging may have dropped. It may 
be that the support among co-workers and their administrators is not as 
strong in 1988 as it was in 1976 or 1980. 
The amount of resource support received by extension workers 
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declined sharply from 1976 to 1980. Many of the job satisfaction 
indicators which related to worker support, encouragement, and 
recognition dropped in satisfaction level. It may be possible that with 
the reduction in personnel and increase in administrative geographic 
areas in the state, supervisors may have, out of necessity, established 
new priorities that affected extension workers adversely. 
The overall job satisfaction level changed for the 1988 respondents 
when compared to job satisfaction levels of respondents of 1976 and 1980. 
The overall job satisfaction level was significantly lower in 1988. The 
Iowa Cooperative Extension Service has recently gone through many 
changes. Downsizing, administration personnel changes, and position 
changes may have contributed to the drop in overall job satisfaction. 
The second objective of this study was "to determine and compare 
differences in levels of job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative Extension 
Personnel for the periods ending in 1976, 1980, and 1988." To summarize 
the findings of this objective, one might analyze the overall job 
satisfaction means for respondents grouped by years. Overall means 
observed were 3.67 for 1976, 3.67 for 1980, and 3.58 for the year of 
1988. All of these means exceeded the acceptable level and were closer 
to the satisfied level than any other. A significant difference was 
found between the means of both 1976 and 1980 when compared to the 1988 
mean. The 1988 mean was observed to be lower than the 1976 and 1980 
means. The mean level was not a concern to the investigator; however, 
the fact that the 1988 mean was significantly lower than the means of 
1976 and 1980 caused the investigator to be disturbed. The Cooperative 
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Extension Service has been very successful in the past and has provided 
direction and education for agriculturists. Administrators should be 
very concerned with the drop in job satisfaction of personnel and take 
steps to improve job satisfaction level so that an effective educational 
organization could be maintained. 
Factor analysis identified seven factors from the 46 job 
satisfaction indicators, by grouping indicators with high coefficients 
together. Reliability was observed to be above .70 for the seven 
factors. Factors were named by the investigator through inspection of 
the job satisfaction indicators grouped by the factor analysis in an 
attempt to find a common component related to each of the indicators. 
Once this component was identified, a logical name was given to the 
factor. The seven factor names were: "supervision", "salary", 
"creativity", "infrastructure", "status", "facilities", and "marketing". 
Factor means were computed for each factor and were compared for 
differences when grouped by demographic variables. 
It was observed when the data were grouped by year that the 1988 
respondents' satisfaction with "supervision" declined. Respondents may 
be indicating they are not getting the support from their supervisors 
that they had experienced in earlier years. This may be caused by an 
increase in supervisors' responsibilities along with other changes 
pressing the extension profession. 
It was interesting to observe that the level of satisfaction 
increased for the factor entitled "salary". It should be pointed out, 
however, that the mean for the 1976 respondents was higher than the mean 
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for the 1988 respondents. By contrast, it was observed that the mean of 
1980 respondents was lower than the means for the 1976 and 1980 
respondents for salary factor. 
Feelings about the extension service, the organization's attitudes 
regarding human dignity, and internal communications (infrastructure 
factor) were lower in 1988 than the previous years studied. The total 
satisfaction mean for this factor was also observed to be lower in 1988, 
These responses may suggest that a personnel problem exists with 1988 
respondents and may be causing Iowa Cooperative Extension Service 
personnel to be less satisfied with these aspects of their jobs than they 
were in 1976 and 1980. 
Administrators were observed to have the highest overall factor mean 
for all of the position groups studied. Administrators were observed to 
have higher job satisfaction means for five of the seven factors. 
Administrators may be more satisfied with their jobs than those people 
they supervise and may feel more secure in their jobs than their 
subordinates. 
An unexpected observation was made when respondents with single 
county responsibilities had the highest mean for the factor "facilities" 
as compared to respondents from the state position group which were 
observed to have the lowest mean. This observation was a surprise and 
cannot be explained by the investigator. Female satisfaction means were 
also observed to be below male means for the factor "facilities", and 
respondents over the age of 40 years were observed to be more satisfied 
with their working facilities than were respondents under the age of 40. 
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Respondents with over 21 years of experience in extension work were 
more satisfied with most of the factors than were the respondents with 
less than 21 years of experience. Overall means were also found to be 
higher for the respondents with more experience. The investigator would 
also suggest that because administrators had more years of experience and 
were older, all of these demographic variables may have contributed to 
this group's higher satisfaction level. 
Differences between "supervision" factor means were observed when 
compared by geographic area group. The north-central respondents 
indicated they were more satisfied with the factor "supervision" than any 
other group. The northeast area group was observed to be the least 
satisfied with this factor. All group job satisfaction means for the 
factor "supervision" were above the acceptable level but below the 
satisfied level. 
The third objective of this study was "to compare the level of job 
satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative Extension Personnel grouped according to 
selected demographic factors." To summarize the findings of this 
objective, the Investigator, through the use of factor analysis, observed 
job satisfaction means of the seven factors named by the investigator. 
The factors were: (1) supervision, (2) salary, (3) creativity, (4) 
Infrastructure, (5) status, (6) facilities, and (7) marketing. 
Respondents were then grouped into demographic variables and observations 
for factor mean differences were made for means of the groups. No 
overall job satisfaction mean differences were found for the demographic 
variables of type of position, sex, level of education, or type of 
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extension program aide. Overall mean differences were found for 
position, years of experience, age of respondents, and areas assigned to. 
Administrators, respondents 50 years and older, respondents with 30 years 
or more experience, and the north-central area were observed to have the 
highest job satisfaction level of their corresponding groups. 
The following observations were made regarding the perceived 
inservice needs of respondents by the investigator. The majority of 
respondents indicated that they were receiving the right amount of 
inservice for the following topics: inservice education opportunities, 
inservice for major programs, use of video inservice, inservice by tele­
conference, and inservice for area specialists. 
After eliminating those respondents indicating the right amount, the 
investigator observed each inservice topic to determine whether the 
majority of the remaining respondents felt they were receiving too much 
or not enough inservice. The topic which the majority of the respondents 
rated as receiving too much inservice was required inservice education. 
The topics which the majority of the respondents rated as receiving not 
enough inservice were: inservice education opportunities, major 
programs, administrative skills, use of video and satellite, individual 
study packets, tele-conference, process skills, and inservice for area 
specialists. 
Three inservice topics were observed to have the most respondents 
indicating that not enough inservice was being received. They were: 
administrative skills, use of satellite, and process skills. It was 
surprising to the investigator that there was so much interest in the 
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Inservice topics of administrative skills and process skills. 
The fourth objective of the study was "to determine program 
satisfaction and inservlce training needs of Iowa Cooperative Extension 
Personnel." Observations might be summarized by noting topic areas where 
more Inservice might take place were administrative skills, use of 
satellite, and process skills, and there might be too much required 
inservlce education. 
According to Grunenberg (1979), Iowa Cooperative Extension Service 
professionals must have their individual needs fulfilled. Policy 
administration, supervision, and working conditions lead to job 
dissatisfaction when they are inadequate. Results from this 
investigation suggest that some indicators and factors of job 
satisfaction may be inadequate. 
Job performance and job satisfaction are positively related 
(Dereinda, 1984). If respondents in this investigation are not satisfied 
with their job, they may not be performing in their job as well as they 
would if they were more satisfied with their job. 
Whaples and Mllllken (1977) observed that supervision, working 
conditions, recognition, salary and reporting were the main indicators of 
job dissatisfaction. Respondents in this study indicated a decrease in 
satisfaction about working conditions, recognition, and supervision. 
However, a more positive observation was made for salary. Salary 
satisfaction increased for the year 1988. 
Igodan and Newcomb (1985) observed that job satisfaction was the 
best single predictor of burnout for extension agents. If extension 
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personnel are not satisfied with their jobs, they may suffer from job 
burnout. They may lose commitment to the extension profession as their 
careers develop (Cardinell, 1981). 
St. Pierre (1984) confirmed the importance of the link between 
communication and job satisfaction. Communication is another job 
satisfaction indicator in which the satisfaction level of extension 
personnel in Iowa went down in 1988. 
Van Tilburg (1987) observed that high job satisfaction was related 
to co-workers, supervision and the work itself. Responses of this 
investigation imply that relationships with co-workers, supervision, and 
feelings about our service had significantly decreased for 1988 
respondents. 
Williams (1983) observed job satisfaction was lower among persons 
reporting inservice training as useless than those rating it higher. It 
is important that Iowa Cooperative Extension Service personnel be 
provided the types of inservice which meets their needs as observed in 
this investigation. 
Fetsch (1984) indicated good inservice training programs reduced job 
stress and improved time management. It appears that more appropriate 
inservice programs will help improve job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Service personnel. 
Observations in this investigation follow Ritsos and Miller's (1985) 
findings in that process skills and management skills are a high priority 
for extension personnel. 
Most of the job satisfaction indicator means for Iowa Cooperative 
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Extension Service Personnel responding In 1988 were below the 
satisfaction level and above the acceptable level. This Is not alarming 
to the Investigator because of the way the scale was set up with 
acceptable being the middle choice. The Investigator did, however, have 
concern about the drop In satisfaction for many of the Indicators of 1988 
respondents compared to 1976 and 1980. 
In general, administrators were more satisfied than all other 
extension personnel. State specialists were the least satisfied group 
studied. 
It is the opinion of the Investigator that because of the change in 
responsibilities of extension personnel, especially administrators, and 
efforts which administrators have been having to put into areas other 
than support of personnel, job satisfaction has gone down. Extension 
personnel may feel that they no longer have the support of administrators 
where they expect such support because of other assigned 
responsibilities. Administrators may not be able to display the support 
as they once did. 
It is also the opinion of the investigator that personnel are now 
more concerned about themselves than other co-workers or the organization 
than they once were. They may feel that they don't have support from 
others so they had better look out for themselves. Administrators may 
have a higher job satisfaction level than other demographic groups 
because they might feel they have more control in their position. 
The following general recommendations were made by the researcher, 
based on observations of this Investigation and Information gained 
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through the review of literature. 
1. Iowa Cooperative Extension Service personnel should have better 
accessibility, receive more supervision, receive more encouragement 
for self-development, and have a better relationship with 
supervisors. 
2. Iowa Cooperative Extension Service personnel should improve their 
relationships with co-workers, feelings about the service, and 
ability to manage time and work necessary to do the job. 
3. Opportunities to advance, performance evaluation, recognition 
received for a job well done, security of positions, and resource 
support should all be improved for Iowa Cooperative Extension Service 
personnel. 
4. Inservlce education should be held in areas of administration, 
management, and process skills. More satellite inservlce should be 
used. 
This study has caused the investigator to ask himself new questions 
and, as a result, make recommendations for additional areas of research 
to answer these questions. 
1. Has the decrease in job satisfaction affected the performance of Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Service personnel as perceived by extension 
clientele? 
2. What has caused the satisfaction level of Iowa Cooperative Extension 
Service personnel, with regard to supervision and administration, to 
change, and why? 
3. What do Iowa Cooperative Extension Service personnel believe the 
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future of extension to be, and do their beliefs affect their 
performance and satisfaction? 
What changes do Iowa Cooperative Extension Service administrators 
believe must be made to Improve Job satisfaction of personnel and 
what are the limitations affecting how much influence or control they 
have over these changes? 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY 
The central purpose of this study was to determine the level of job 
satisfaction and perceived Inservlce needs of Cooperative Extension 
Personnel in Iowa. The specific objectives of the study were: 
1. To determine the level of job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Personnel* 
2. To determine and compare differences in levels of job 
satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative Extension Personnel for the periods 
ending in 1976, 1980, and 1988. 
3. To compare the level of job satisfaction of Iowa Cooperative 
Extension Personnel grouped according to selected demographic factors* 
4. To determine training satisfaction and inservice needs of Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Personnel* 
Data were collected using a questionnaire developed to assess the 
level of job satisfaction and perceived inservice needs of Cooperative 
Extension Personnel in Iowa. Copies of the survey instrument were 
reviewed by Cooperative Extension Service administrators, representatives 
of the research population, professors in agricultural engineering, 
professors in agricultural education, professionals in research and 
evaluation, state extension specialists, and a variety of graduate 
students, to insure content validity* 
The population for this study included all the Cooperative Extension 
Service Personnel in the state of Iowa during November, 1988* A cover 
letter, instruction sheet, and questionnaire were sent to each of the 471 
90 
Cooperative Extension Service Professionals, k total of 406 usable 
questionnaires (86.1 percent of those sent out) were collected. 
Twenty-three percent of the nonrespondents were randomly selected, 
contacted, and asked ten randomly selected questions to determine any 
nonresponse bias. 
The following SPSSx programs were used to analyze the data: 
FREQUENCIES, to determine frequency, percentage, means, and standard 
deviations; ONEWAY, to determine any significant differences among 
respondent groups; T-TEST, to determine differences; RELIABILITY, to 
determine reliability; and FACTOR ANALYSIS, to find correlations and 
identify factors. An alpha level of .05 was set for all tests. 
Respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with their job 
by responding to 46 job satisfaction indicators using a one to five scale 
to express their level of satisfaction with each job satisfaction 
indicator. Scale descriptors used were: one = very dissatisfied, two = 
dissatisfied, three = acceptable, four = satisfied, and five = very 
satisfied. 
The job satisfaction indicator with the highest respondent 
satisfaction level was "fringe benefits (Insurance, retirement, etc.)". 
Other job satisfaction indicators which had high satisfaction levels 
were: "Importance and value of my work," "challenge of present job," 
"performance and capability in job," "feelings about community (of 
residence)," and "relationship with clientele." 
There were five job satisfaction Indicators which extension 
professionals rated below the acceptable satisfaction level. They were 
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"amount of time and work necessary to do job," "adequacy of performance 
evaluation," "salaries compared to those in similar fields of work," and 
"new staff orientation." 
Respondents from the 1988 group were compared to respondents of 1976 
and 1980 to determine any differences in job satisfaction. Differences 
were observed for 21 of the 36 job satisfaction indicators. An overall 
job satisfaction level was calculated for each year and 1988 respondents 
had a significantly lower job satisfaction level than did respondents of 
1976 or 1980. 
Factor analysis was conducted on job satisfaction indicators to 
identify factors underlying the satisfaction indicators of this study. 
Seven factors were identified and named by the Investigator as follows: 
(1) supervision, (2) salary, (3) creativity, (4) infrastructure, (5) 
status, (6) facilities, and (7) marketing. 
Respondents were grouped according to demographic variables and 
satisfaction factor means were observed for differences. No overall job 
satisfaction mean differences were found for the demographic variables of 
type of position, sex, level of education, or type of extension program 
aide. Overall satisfaction mean differences were found for position, 
years of experience, age of respondents, and areas assigned to. 
Administrators, respondents 50 years and older, respondents with 30 years 
or more experience, and the north-central area were observed to have the 
highest job satisfaction level of their corresponding groups. 
Perceived Inservlce needs analyses Indicated the amount of inservlce 
education opportunities, required inservlce education, and Inservlce by 
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tele-conference were adequately provided by the Cooperative Extension 
Service. More administrative skills, use of satellite inservice, 
individual study packets, and process skill (teaching etc.) were 
inservice programs in which the respondents expressed a need for more 
help. 
This study has caused the investigator to ask himself new questions. 
1. Has the decrease in job satisfaction affected the performance of Iowa 
Cooperative Extension Service personnel as perceived by extension 
clientele? 
2. What has caused the satisfaction level of Iowa Cooperative extension 
Service personnel to change in areas of supervision and 
administration, and why? 
3. What do Iowa Cooperative Extension Service personnel believe the 
future of extension is, and do their beliefs affect their performance 
and satisfaction? 
4. What do Iowa Cooperative Extension Service administrators believe 
must be changed to improve job satisfaction of personnel and what are 
the limitations affecting how much influence or control 
administrators have over these changes? 
93 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Abdel-Halim, A. A. (1980). Effects of higher order need strength on the 
job performance—job satisfaction relationship. Personnel 
Psychology. 33(2), 335-345. 
Amend, E. H. (1970). Supervision: Motivating not controlling. Journal 
of Extension. _8, 4. 
Bender, B. E. (1980). Job satisfaction in student affairs. NASPA 
Journal. 18(2), 2-9. 
Bergsten, U. (1979, June). Experiences from work and leisure related to 
adult education. Paper presented at the conference of the 
International Society for the study of behavioral development, 
Stockholm, Sweden. 
Bergsten, U. (1980). Interest in education among adults with short 
previous formal schooling. Adult Education. 30(3), 131-151. 
Blase, J. J., & Greenfield, W. D. (1980). An interactive/cyclical 
theory of teacher performance. Administrator's Notebook, 29(5). 
1-4. 
Boon, E. J. (1970). The cooperative Extension Service. In R. J. Smith, 
G. F. Aker, & J. R. Kidd (Eds.) Handbook of Adult Education (pp. 
239-252). New York: Macmillan. 
Borg, W. R., & Gall, M. D. (1983). Educational research; An 
introduction (4th ed.). New York: Longman Inc. 
Bourne, B. (1982). Effects of aging on working satisfaction, 
performance and motivation. Aging and Work; A Journal on Age, Work 
and Retirement, ^ (1), 37-47. 
Campbell, J. P., Durnnette, M. D., Lawler, E. E., II, & Weick, K. E., Jr. 
(1970). Managerial behavior, performance and effectiveness. New 
York: McGraw Hill. 
Cardinell, C. F. (1981). Burnout? Mid-life Crisis? Let's understand 
ourselves. Contemporary Education. 52(2), 103-108. 
Clark, R. W., & Smith, K. L. (1987). Burnout and associated factors 
among administrators/mid-managers of the cooperative extension 
service in the north central region (Tech. Rep. No. 46). Columbus; 
University of Ohio, Department of Agricultural Education. 
94 
Derelnda, R. (1984). The relationships between Job satisfaction and job 
performance among county agents In the Wisconsin Cooperative 
Extension Service. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
Wisconsin, Madison, WI. 
Eabon, M. F. (1982). Career development in the work place (Report No. 
11). Columbus, OH: ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult, Career, and 
Vocational Education. 
Felstehausen, G. (1986). A study to determine the relationship between 
the workplace and the home (Tech. Rep. No. 143). Lubbock: Texas 
Tech University, Texas Education Agency. 
Fetsch, R. J. (1984). Up tight ain't right: Easing the pressure on 
county agents. Journal of Extension. 22, 23-28. 
Glegold, W. C,, & Skelton, W. E. (1976). Pinpointing morale problems. 
Journal of Extension. 16. 6-9. 
Grunenberg, M. M. , (1979). Understanding .job satisfaction. New York: 
Wiley. 
Hendrix, W. H., & Halverson, V. B. (1978). Personnel and Background 
Differences In Organizational Effectiveness (Report no. AFHRL-TR-79-
31). Air Force Human Resources Lab, Brooks AF, Texas. 
Herzberg, F., Mausner, B., & Synderman, B. (1959). The motivation to 
work. New York: McGraw Hill. 
Hopkins, A. H. (1983). Work and job satisfaction in the public sector. 
Totowa, New Jersey: Rowman & Allanheld. 
Hughes, C. L., & Flowers, V. S. (1975). Toward existentialism in 
management. The Conference Board Record. 11, 60-64. 
Igodan, C. 0., & Newcomb, L. H. (1985). Burnout among extension agents 
in the Ohio Cooperative Extension Service (Tech. Rep. No. 143). 
Columbus: Ohio State University, Department of Agricultural 
Education. 
Iowa State University, Administration Office. (1989). Report of the ad 
hoc committee for the review of outreach programs at Iowa State 
University. 
Jagaclnskl, C. M. (1982, August). Androgyny and job performance in a 
male-dominated field. Paper presented at the convention of the 
American Psychological Association, Washington, D.C. 
95 
Jeffers, D. W. (1987, August). Putting the "public" first in public 
relations; An exploratory study of municipal employee public 
service attitudes, job satisfaction and communication variables. 
Paper presented at the meeting of the Association for Education in 
Journalism and Mass Communication, San Antonio, TX. 
Kahn, R. L. (1972). The meaning of work: Interpretation and proposal 
for measurement. In A. Campbell & P. E. Converse (eds.), The Human 
Meaning of Social Change (pp. 159-203). New York: Russell Sage 
Foundation. 
Kanfer, R. (1984, May). Information exchange in evaluation procedures: 
The effects of input and knowledge on performance and attitudes. 
Paper presented at the meeting of the Midwestern Psychological 
Association, Chicago, IL. 
Lionberger, H. P., & Cheng, W. (1980, August). Job satisfaction as a 
function of choosing extension work as an occupational career: A 
study of agricultural and community development. Paper presented at 
the meeting of the Rural Sociological Society, Ithaca, NY. 
Lionberger, H. F., & Heifner, B. S. (1969). Occupational Views and 
Decisions of Missouri College of Agriculture Students: A Panel 
Study of 1964 Freshmen-1968 Seniors (Research Bulletin No. 967). 
Columbia: Missouri Agricultural Experiment Station. 
Locke, E. A. (1976). The nature and causes of job satisfaction. In M. 
D. Dunneth (ed.). Handbook of Induction and Organizational 
Psychology. Chicago: Rand McNally. 
Lyday, S. Y. (1987, October). Empowering the female manager: Selected 
attitudinal and attrlbutional factors and their consequences. Paper 
presented at the meeting of the American Association for Adult and 
Continuing Education, Washington, D.C. 
Manton, L. N. (1985). Why do extension agents resign? Journal of 
Extension. 23. 27-30. 
Maslow, A. H. (1943). Theory of human motivation. The Psychological 
Review. 370-396. 
McCracken, J. D. (1984). Personal characteristics, job characteristics, 
and work experiences as predictors of organizational commitment. 
Journal of the American Association of Teacher Educators in 
Agriculture. ^ (4), 66-74. 
96 
McCroskey, J. C. (1981, April). Individual differences among employees 
management communication style and employee satisfaction; 
Replication and extension. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
Eastern Communication Association, Pittsburgh, PA. 
Nadler, L. (1982, November). The development of human resources— 
through learning. Paper prepared for the National Productivity 
Congress, Singapore, Japan. 
Oslpow, S. H., & Davis, A. S. (1988). The relationship of coping 
resources to occupational stress and strain. Journal of Vocational 
Behavior. 32(1), 1-15. 
Pastor, M. C., & Erlandson, D. A. (1982). A study of higher order need 
strength and Job satisfaction in secondary public school teachers. 
Journal of Educational Administration, 20(2), 172-183. 
Quick, J. C. (1986). Thinking styles and job stress. Personnel. 63(5). 
44-48. 
Rltsos, P. B., & Miller, L. E. (1985). Professional competencies needed 
by extension employees in urban counties (Tech. Rep. No. 43). 
Columbus: Ohio State University, Department of Agricultural 
Education. 
Schneider, G. T. (1985, March). The myth of curvllinearity; An 
analysis of decision-making involvement and job satisfaction. Paper 
presented at the meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, Chicago, IL. 
Schultz, J. B., & Henderson, C. (1985). Family satisfaction and job 
performance: Implications for career development. Journal of 
Career Development. 12(1). 33-47. 
Smith, G. B. (1980, July). Employer-sponsored recurrent education in 
the United States: A report on recent inquiries into its structure. 
Paper presented at the IFG/OECD seminar on the cost and financing of 
recurrent education, Stanford, CA. 
SPSS Inc. (1988). SPSS-X Users Guide. Third Edition. Chicago, 
Illinois: SPSS Inc. 
St. Pierre, T. L. (1984). Addressing work and family issues among 
extension personnel. Journal of Home Economics. 76(4). 42-47. 
Terpstra, D. E. (1982). The effects of MBO on levels of performance and 
satisfaction among university faculty. Group and Organization 
Studies. H3), 353-366. 
97 
Turban, D. B., & Jones, A. P. (1985, August). Influences of leader-
subordinate similarity on performance and pay decisions. Paper 
presented at the convention of the American Psychological 
Association, Los Angeles, CA. 
U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on Appropriation. 
(1968). Department on Agriculture Appropriations for 1969. 
Hearings before subcommittee, 90th Congress, 2nd Session. 
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 
Van Tilburg, E. (1986, December). Performance-reward contingencies ; 
The role and relationships of perceived equity in the job 
performance-job satisfaction question. Paper presented at the 
meeting of the American Vocational Association, Dallas, TX. 
Van Tilburg, E. (1987). Turnover Intentions of Ohio Cooperative 
Extension county agents. Journal of the American Association of 
Teacher Educators in Agriculture. 28(3). 7-15. 
Van Tilburg, E., & Miller, L. E. (1987). Predictors of Ohio Cooperative 
Extension Service county agents' Intentions to leave the .job (Tech. 
Rep. No. 47). Columbus: Ohio State University, Department of 
Agricultural Education. 
Warner, P. D., & Christensen, J. A. (1984). The Cooperative Extension 
Service; A national assessment. Boulder, Colorado: Westvlew Press 
Inc. 
Weeks, H. P. (1988). Perceptions of selected educators of the quality 
of instruction in secondary vocational agriculture programs. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Iowa State University, Ames, lA. 
Weir, M. (ed.). (1976). Job satisfaction challenge and response in 
modern Britain. Great Britain: William Collins Sons & Co. Ltd., 
Glasgow. 
Whaples, G. C., & Mllliken, J. W. (1977). An exploratory study of the 
relationship of job satisfaction to work values in the Maryland 
Cooperative Extension Service (Tech. Rep. No. MP 916). College 
Park: University of Maryland, Agricultural Experiment Station. 
Williams, D. C. (1983, April). Toward an ergonomics of adult basic 
education instructor and staff development. Paper presented at the 
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Montreal, 
Canada. 
98 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
The researcher wishes to express his appreciation to the following 
people for their help and support with his graduate program. 
My sincere appreciation is given to Dr. Alan A. Kahler for all the 
time, guidance, and assistance he has given to me and this study as my 
major professor. Dr. Kahler's concern for graduate students is far above 
the average and expected. 
A very special thanks is given to Dr. Thomas A. Hoerner for 
providing employment and opportunity for professional growth. Without 
Dr. Hoerner's help, my graduate study would not have been possible. 
A sincere thanks is extended to Dr. David L. Williams for serving on 
my committee and for his professional advice and leadership as head of 
the Agricultural Education Department. 
The researcher extends a sincere appreciation to Drs. Victor A. 
Bekkum, W. Wade Miller, and Donald H. Goering for serving on my 
committee, for their professional advice, and for their 
friendship. 
A special thanks is extended to Dee VanDePol for her friendship, 
kindness, and secretarial assistance. 
A sincere thanks is extended to ray parents Calvin and Faye Kesler, 
for their teachings and support throughout my life. 
I wish to dedicate my research to my wife Robyn and son Kyle. 
Robyn's support and encouragement made it possible for me to complete the 
investigation. Kyle provided the love in our home and was our joy and 
99 
entertainment throughout my graduate study. To both of them I extend 
sincere love and appreciation. 
100 
APPENDIX A. LETTERS, INSTRUCTIONS, QUESTIONNAIRE 
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loWCl St(lt6 University of Science and Technology I 
Cooperative Extension Service 
Ames, Iowa SOOll 
Administrative Offices 
# CuTtiss Hall 
Tfclephone 515-294-4576 
November 16, 1988 
Dear Co-Workers: 
Extension, like many organizations, periodically assesses the attitudes 
of its staff concerning those factors that affect their personal satis­
factions and professional performance. University Extension has under­
gone significant changes in recent years. We know that periods of change 
affect communication patterns, working relationships, assignments, job 
content, and of most importance, personal attitudes toward one's job, 
organization, and community. 
We are interested in assessing your feelings about these subjects at this 
point in time. We realize that information concerning attitudes is regu­
larly exchanged among the various individuals in the organization. The 
purpose of this study is to gain an overview of the attitudes of all staff 
on a systematic basis. Since decision-making is never better than the da­
ta upon which it is based, we are asking for your help. 
The attached attitude survey is of an informal and exploratory nature. 
The results will be used to explore the strong and weak points of our 
organization's human environment on a state-wide basis. It provides a 
vehicle for all staff members to express their frank feelings about our 
organization and its internal environment. 
Your responses will be held in strict confidence. Your name will not be 
associated with any response. Your identity is coded, and the code is 
available only to the investigator. The code will only be used to deter­
mine returned questionnaires and for follow-up. The code and survey will 
be destroyed upon completion of compiled data. 
We appreciate your help in assisting us in the maintenance of a progres­
sive, human-oriented organization. 
'Ronald C. Powers 
Interim Dean and Director 
RCP/mas 
 ^and Justic* for «II 
The Iowa Cooperative Extension Service's programs and 
policies are consistent with pertinent federal and state laws 
and regulations on non-discrimination regarding race, color, 
national origin, religion, sex, age, and handicap. Iowa StaU University and V, S, Department of Agriculture cooperating 
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iVCrSltlj of Science and Technolo, 
Cooperative Extension Service 
Administrative Offices 
# Curtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-4576 
Ames, loiva 50011 
November 30, 1988 
Dear Co-Worker: 
When you returned from Annual Conference, you should have had a ques­
tionnaire, under a cover letter from me, that sought your responses to 
questions about communication patterns, working relationships, job con­
tent, and the like. You may have returned the questionnaire by the time 
this note arrives — and if you have, let me thank you on behalf of Kevin 
Kesler who is conducting this study. 
If you have not completed the questionnaire, please consider doing so. 
Your responses, along with those who have already responded, are needed 
in order to get an accurate reflection of the attitudes of all staff. 
Thank you for your assistance. 
RCP/mas 
^ and JutUct (or all 
The Iowa Cooperative Extension Service's programs and 
pondes are consistent with pertinent federal and state laws 
and regulations on non-discrimination regarding race, color, 
Sincerely 
lonald C. Powers Rona
Interim Dean and Director 
national origin, religion, sex, age, and handicap. lotua State Uniuenity and U. S. Department of Agriculture cooperating 
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DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS 
Please read carefully before completing the survey. 
1. Circle the answer or use a check mark in the appropriate 
column to indicate your response to each item. 
2. Please do not discuss the survey with others until after its 
completion. 
3. Place your completed survey in the enclosed envelope and place 
it in the mail bv November 23. 
DEFINITIONS : 
The scale ranging from "Very Dissatisfied" through "Very 
Satisfied" has been used to allow data comparison with other 
organizations in which this type survey was used. The following 
definitions may be helpful in responding to the survey: 
"VD" Very Dissatisfied (Column l)--a strong negative response 
indicating strong concern and desire to have the situation 
remedied. 
"D" Dissatisfied--a response indicating that the item occasionally 
interferes with your effective performance or occasionally causes 
some irritation. 
"A" Acceptable--a neutral response indicating that the item does 
not tend to influence your attitude or performance positively or 
negatively. 
"S" Satisfied--the item is considered as being rewarding to you 
with positive effect on your attitude toward the job and the 
organization. 
"VS" Very Satisfied--a strong positive response; the item exceeds 
your expectations. 
Participation in this study is voluntary and your responses will 
be kept confidential. It should be recognized that all items do 
not carry equal weight and that some contribute more significantly 
to overall attitude than others. Nevertheless, try to answer each 
item as an independent factor. 
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STAFF ATTITUDE SURVEY 
Please respond to the following statements by circling "VD" (Very Dissatisfied), 
"D" (Dissatisfied), "A" (Acceptable), "S" (Satisfied), or "VS" (Very Satisfied). 
I. Importance and value of my VD DAS VS 
work 
Z. Challenge of my present Job VD D A S VS 
3. My degree of authority and/or VD D A S VS 
responsibility 
4. Prestige of my current VD D A S VS 
position 
5. Number of people I get to VD DA S VS 
meet daily 
6 .  Opportunity for creativity in VD D A S VS 
my dally work 
7. Freedom to choose own methods VD D A S VS 
8. My opportunity to advance in VD D A S VS 
this organization 
9. Opportunity for creative VD D A S VS 
programming in my present job 
10. Accessibility of my VD DA S VS 
supervisor for discussion of 
business 
II. Accessibility of my VD D AS VS 
supervisor for discussion of 
personal problems 
12. Amount of supervision I VD D A S VS 
receive 
13. Amount of encouragement for VD D A S VS 
self-development I receive 
14. Adequacy of my orientation VD D A S VS 
and in-service training 
15. Adequacy of our performance VD D A S VS 
evaluation 
16. Degree of recognition VD D A S VS 
received for a Job well done 
17. My feelings about my salary VD D A S VS 
progress 
18. My salary compared to those VD D A S VS 
in similar fields of work 
19. My standard of living in this VD D A S VS 
community 
20. The degree of security that I VD D A S VS 
have in my position 
21. My performance and capability VD D A S VS 
in my Job 
22. My fringe benefits VD DA S VS 
(insurance, retirement, etc.) 
23. My immediate physical VD D A S VS 
surroundings (office, equip, 
etc.) 
24. Physical location of my VD D A S VS 
office 
25. Parking facilities VD D A S VS 
26 
27 
2 8 .  
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
My feelings about my 
community (of residence) 
My relationships with my 
coworkers 
My relationships with 
Extension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
My relationships with our 
clientele (Ext. Councils, 
audiences, etc.) 
My feelings about our 
service 
The organization's attitude 
regarding human dignity 
Adequacy of organization's 
internal communications 
The amount of time and work 
necessary to do Job 
Content of my job 
Size of geographical area 
that I serve 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
The major programs for 
1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 
Progress being made in 
marketing Extension programs 
Progress being made in 
marketing the Extension 
Organization 
Opportunity to cooperate 
with other staff on program 
efforts 
Electronic technology 
available for program 
delivery 
Understanding of my job 
responsibilities 
Respond only to the following 
statements which apply to you or 
your position. 
43. New Staff Orientation 
44. Emphasis being put on 
volunteer development 
45. Emphasis being put on 
leadership development 
46. Procedures for using 
electronic technology 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D A S VS 
VD D AS VS 
The following statements concern the amount of in-service training offered to help you do your 
job. Place a check mark in the appropriate column for each statement which applies to you 
and/or your position. 
Too Much Just Right Not Enough NA 
47. In-service education opportunities 
48. Required in-service education 
49. In-service for major programs 
50. Administrative skills (management etc,).... 
51. Use of video in In-service 
52. Use of Satellite in in-service 
53. Individual in-service study packets ___ 
54. In-service by teleconference 
55. Process skill (teaching etc.) 
56. In-service for Area Specialists 
PERSONAL DATA 
Please circle one of each of the following: 
Your Position: Agric. EHE 4-H&Youth Area Spec. Ext. Prog. Aide or Associate 
Agric. & 4-H Adminstration State Spec. EHE & 4-H 
*If Extension Program Aide - What Program Area? 4-H EFNEP Agric. CRD EHE Other 
Geographic Nature of Position: Single County Multi County Area State 
Sex: M ; F 
A^e: Under 30 ; 30-39 ; 40-49 ; 50 and over 
Years with Extension: 0-3 ; 4-9 ; 10-20 ; 21-30 ; over 30 
Last Decree: High School ; B.S. ; M.S. ; Ph.D. 
*Where are vou located? If off campus, to which area are vou assigned? 
Southwest; East Central; Central; North Central; 
Southeast; Northwest; Northeast; or Campus. 
Return completed survey In the enclosed envelope bv November 23. 
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APPENDIX B. CODING SHEET 
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CODE SHEET FOR EXTENSION STAFF ATTITUDE SURVEY 
1988 
Column Number and Value Codes 
Column 1-2 Year Surveyed 
76-1976 
80-1980 
88-1988 
99-1988 non-respondents contacted by phone and asked 
10 questions 
Column 3 Your Position: 
1-Agric. 
2-EHE 
3-4-H&Youth 
4-Area Spec. 
5-Ext. Prog. Aide or Associate 
6-Agric. & 4-H 
7-Adminstration 
8-State Spec. 
9-EHE & 4-H 
Column 4 Geographic Nature of Position: 
1-Single County 
2-Multi County 
3-Area 
4-State 
Column 5 Sex: 
1—M 
2-F 
Column 6 Ape: 
1-Under 30 
2-30-39 
3-40-49 
4-50 and over 
Column 7 Years with Extension: 
1-0-3 
2-4-9 
3-10-20 
4-21-30 
5-over 30 
Column 8 Last Degree: 
1-High School 
2-B.S. 
3-M.S. 
4-Ph.D. 
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Column 9 *Where are vou located? If off campus, to which area 
are vou assigned? 
1-Southwest 
2-East Central 
3-Central 
4-North Central 
5-Southeast 
6-Northwest 
7-Northeast 
8-Campus. 
Column 10 *If Extension Program Aide - What Program Area? 
1-4-H 
2-EFNEP 
3-Agric. 
4-CRD 
5-EHE 
6-Othe r 
Column 11-56 Questions 1-46 
1-"VD" (Very Dissatisfied), 
2-"D" (Dissatisfied), 
3-"A" (Acceptable), 
4-"S" (Satisfied), 
5-"VS" (Very Satisfied). 
Column 57-66 Questions 47-56 
1-Too Much 
2-Just Right 
3-Not Enough 
4-NA (not applicable) 
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APPENDIX C. HUMAN SUBJECTS 
INFORMATION ON THE USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
(Please follow the accompanying In^t^ructlons for completing this form.) 
Title of project (please type): Factors Related to the Iowa Cooperative Extension 
Service Worker's Personal Satisfaction and Professional Perfnrmanpo. 
TzJ I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to Insure that the rights 
and welfare of the human subjects are properly protected. Additions to or changes 
In procedures affecting the subjects after the project has been approved will be 
submitted to the committee for review. / V . 
Kevin C. Kealer '1/7/88 
Typed Named of Principal Investigator Date Sl'^n^ture of Pr I he I pa I Investigator 
214D Davidson 294-8607 
Campus Address Campus Telephone 
Slgna^res of others (If any) Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
Major Professor 
88 
(4J ATTACH an additional page(s) (A) describing your proposed research and (B) the 
subjects to be used, (C) Indicating any risks or discomforts to the subjects, and 
(D) covering any topics checked below. CHECK all boxes applicable. 
n Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
I I Samples (blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
I i Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
I I Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
I i Deception of subjects 
I I Subjects under 14 years of age and(or) Q Subjects 14-17 years of age 
I I Subjects in Institutions 
I } Research must be approved by another institution or agency 
r 5 J  A T T A C H  a n  e x a m p l e  o f  t h e  m a t e r i a l  t o  b e  u s e d  t o  o b t a i n  I n f o r m e d  c o n s e n t  a n d  C H E C K  
which type will be used. 
n Signed Informed consent will be obtained. 
0 Modified informed consent will be obtained. 
©Month Day Year Anticipated date on which subjects will be first contacted: 11 17 88 
© 
Anticipated date for last contact with subjects: 12 17 88 
If Applicable: Anticipated date on which audio or visual tapes will be erased and(or) 
Identifiers will be removed from completed survey Instruments: 
_i iZ_ R9 
Month Day Year 
r S.J^ignature o^l^d or Chairperson Date Department or Administrative Unit 
Agricultural Education 
l^§^"DêcïsTôn"ô?"thê"OnTvêrsrty"Committêe"ôn the Osê"ô?'HÛmân Subjects în~Resêârch: 
fS»4 Project Approved Q Project not apjgro^ n No action required 
riftociae G. Karas /%"  ^
Name of Committee Chairperson Date SignaturÎT of Committee Chairperson 
Ill 
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Table 17. 1988 means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabllities 
by job satisfaction indicator for geographic nature of 
position 
Geographic nature of position 
Indicator Single Multi- Total ratio prob. 
county county Area State 
N= 152 57 62 132 
Importance and value 
of my work SD 
4.20 
.69 
4.04 
.78 
4.13 
.66 
4.13 
.81 
4.14 
.74 
.72 .54 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.21 
.77 
4.00 
.78 
4.33 
.65 
4.14 
.81 
4.17 
.77 
2.01 .11 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.61 
.98 
3.67 
1.02 
3.64 
1.13 
3.58 
1.10 
3.61 
1.04 
.11 .96 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.73 
.98 
3.32 
1.07 
3.74 
.98 
3.48 
1.00 
3.59 
1.01 
3.41 .02 
Number of people met 
dally 
4.07 
.68 
3.81 
.91 
3.81 
.71 
3.67 
.89 
3.87 
.81 
6.26 .0004 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.95 
.90 
3.72 
1.16 
4.13 
.82 
3.81 
1.05 
3.90 
.99 
2.24 .08 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
3.94 
.90 
3.98 
.94 
4.10 
.86 
3.99 
.95 
3.99 
.92 
.42 .74 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
2.93 
.96 
2.82 
1.12 
2.74 
1.53 
2.92 
1.15 
2.88 
1.08 
.57 .63 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.84 
.90 
3.82 
1.05 
4.03 
.90 
3.73 
1.03 
3.83 
.97 
1.39 .24 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.68 
1.00 
3.67 
1.04 
3.63 
1.28 
3.54 
1.16 
3.62 
1.11 
.39 .76 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.46 
1.09 
3.56 
.91 
3.60 
1.17 
3.46 
1.11 
3.50 
1.08 
3.36 .79 
?M " Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 17. (Continued) 
Geographic nature of position 
Indicator Single 
county 
Multi-
county Area State 
Total 
ï- r-
ratio prob 
Amount of super­
vision received 
M® 3.59 
SD .99 
3.65 
.92 
3.81 
.99 
3.65 
.96 
3.65 
.97 
.72 .54 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.93 
.97 
3.42 
1.10 
3.32 
1.14 
3.22 
1.13 
3.38 
1.07 
2.02 .11 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservice 
training 
3.38 
1.04 
3.19 
.97 
3.58 
1.03 
3.21 
.97 
3.33 
1.01 
2.35 .07 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.13 
1.11 
3.16 
.96 
2.85 
1.09 
2.67 
1.06 
2.94 
1.09 
5.30 .001 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.09 
1.02 
3.00 
1.02 
2.92 
1.21 
2.91 
1.09 
2.99 
1.07 
.80 .50 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.08 
1.19 
3.35 
1.14 
3.13 
1.22 
3.11 
1.14 
3.13 
1.17 
.77 .51 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
2.87 
1.04 
3.16 
1.00 
2.97 
1.08 
2.97 
1.13 
2.96 
1.07 
1.03 .38 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.43 
.90 
3.72 
.77 
3.65 
.89 
3.51 
.93 
3.53 
.89 
1.89 .13 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.26 
1.01 
3.35 
1.06 
3.47 
.95 
3.35 
1.12 
3.33 
1.04 
.64 .59 
Performance and 
capability in job 
4.13 
.62 
4.05 
.58 
4.10 
.65 
4.17 
.68 
4.13 
.64 
.47 .70 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
4.28 
.64 
4.37 
.70 
4.25 
.75 
4.20 
.70 
4.26 
.69 
.81 .49 
Physical surround­
ings 
3.82 
1.04 
3.39 
1.06 
3.47 
1.22 
3.21 
1.22 
3.51 
1.16 
6.92 .0002 
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Table 17. (Continued) 
Geographic nature of position 
Indicator Single 
county 
Multi-
county Area State 
r- r-
Total ratio prob. 
Location of M^. 
office SD 
3.78 
1.08 
3.49 
1.00 
3.52 
1.29 
3.56 
1.14 
3.63 
1.13 
1.62 .18 
Parking facilities 3.82 
1.01 
3.58 
.94 
4.08 
.93 
2.67 
1.26 
3.45 
1.21 
35.80 .0001 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.08 
.87 
4.11 
.82 
3.92 
.98 
4.05 
.86 
4.05 
.88 
.59 .62 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
3.72 
1.04 
3.71 
.93 
4.07 
.75 
3.95 
.86 
3.85 
.93 
3.03 .03 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.75 
.86 
3.67 
.72 
3.77 
.89 
3.57 
1.01 
3.68 
.90 
1.18 .32 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.24 
.60 
3.98 
.55 
4.03 
.63 
3.93 
.72 
4.07 
.65 
6.22 .0004 
Feelings about 
service 
3.88 
.77 
3.86 
.79 
3.90 
.79 
3.72 
.89 
3.82 
.82 
1.50 .21-
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.84 
.92 
3.65 
.97 
3.87 
.86 
3.75 
.85 
3.79 
.90 
.85 .47 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's Internal 
communications 
3.06 
.87 
3.05 
1.03 
2.98 
.86 
2.99 
.92 
3.02 
.90 
.19 .90 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.40 
.89 
2.33 
.97 
2.75 
1.03 
2.70 
.96 
2.54 
.96 
4.22 .006 
Content of job 3.63 
.87 
3.44 
.95 
3.81 
.81 
3.83 
.91 
3.70 
.89 
3.27 .02 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
4.05 
.76 
2.63 
.98 
2.74 
1.32 
3.86 
.72 
3.59 
1.06 
58.76 .0001 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.54 
.90 
3.30 
.84 
3.19 
.88 
3.04 
1.10 
3.29 
.98 
6.50 .0003 
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Table 17. (Continued) 
Indicator 
Geographic nature of position p_ p_ 
Single Multl- Total ratio prob, 
county county Area State 
The major programs 
for 1988-91 reflect 
current needs of 
clientele 
M'' 3.83 3.70 3.74 3.48 3.67 3.37 .02 
SD° .77 .80 .89 1.00 .88 
Progress being made 3.24 3.19 
In marketing Exten- .87 .81 
slon programs 
Progress being made 3.19 3.04 
marketing the Exten- .94 .89 
slon Organization 
Opportunity to cooper- 3.61 3.44 
ate with other staff .82 .87 
on program efforts 
Electronic technology 3.56 3.49 
available for program .98 .80 
delivery 
3.89 3.04 3.11 .05 .03 
.83 .86 .86 
2.87 2.99 3.05 2.34 .07 
.80 .88 .90 
3.42 3.52 3.53 .99 .40 
.80 .97 .88 
3.35 3.51 3.50 .66 .58 
1.04 1.03 .98 
Understanding of ray job 3.86 3.82 3.81 3.77 3.82 .23 .88 
.responsibilities .83 .76 .81 .91 .84 
New Staff Orientation 3.64 3.87 2.80 2.66 2.70 .19 .90 
1.07 .12 1.32 1.08 1.10 
Emphasis being put on 3.33 3.12 3.11 3.43 3.28 1.52 .21 
volunteer development .82 .83 .92 .88 .85 
Emphasis being put on 3.61 3.42 3.61 3.41 3.54 1.10 .35 
leadership development .73 .87 .88 1.11 .86 
Procedures for using 3.06 2.96 3.07 2.94 3.01 .45 .72 
electronic technology 3.98 .85 .84 1.06 .96 • 
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Table 18. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probablllties of 
state extension personnel by job satisfaction indicator for 
the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Year 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
N=>68 N=93 N=133 
Importance and value 
of my work 
4.31 
.63 
4.30 
.73 
4.13 
.81 
4.23 
.75 
1.99 .14 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.19 
.76 
4.20 
.82 
4.14 
.81 
4.17 
.80 
.23 .79 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.85 
.82 
3.78 
.91 
3.58 
1.09 
3.71 
.98 
2.16 .12 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.79 
.77 
3.81 
.88 
3.48 
1.00 
3.66 
.92 
4.45 .012 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.88 
.75 
3.77 
.84 
3.67 
.89 
3.75 
.84 
1.44 .24 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.96 
.87 
3.86 
.90 
3.81 
1.05-
3.86 
.96 
.50 .61 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
4.10 
.85 
4.22 
.70 
3.99 
.95 
4.09 
.86 
2.05 .13 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
3.39 
.94 
3.30 
1.04 
2.29 
1.15 
3.15 
1.09 
5.46 .005 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.73 
.93 
3.74 
.99 
3.73 
1.04 
3.73 
.99 
.002 .99 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.93 
.92 
3.73 
1.21 
3.54 
1.16 
3.69 
1.14 
2.70 .07 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.75 
.89 
3.79 
.94 
3.46 
1.11 
3.63 
1.02 
3.45 .03 
®M « Mean. 
SD " Standard deviation 
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Table 18. (Continued) 
JSâ£ F- F-
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Amount of super-
vision received SD 
3.74 
.89 
3.74 
1.01 
3.65 
.96 
3.70 
.96 
.27 .76 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.35 
.96 
3.29 
1.13 
3.22 
1.13 
3.27 
1.09 
.36 .70 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservice 
training 
3.43 
.95 
3.13 
1.08 
3.21 
.97 
3.24 
1.00 
1.79 .17 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
2.84 
1.07 
2.91 
1.10 
2.67 
1.06 
2.78 
1.07 
1.41 .25 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.32 
1.03 
3.11 
1.09 
2.91 
1.09 
3.07 
1.09 
3.42 .03 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.10 
1.01 
2.86 
1.17 
3.11 
1.14 
3.03 
1.13 
1.55 .21 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
2.88 
.99 
2.76 
1.15 
2.97 
1.13 
2.88 
1.11 
.98 .38 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.57 
.76 
3.34 
.83 
3.51 
.93 
3.47 
.87 
1.65 .19 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.87 
.90 
3.89 
.97 
3.35 
1.12 
3.64 
1.05 
9.61 .0001 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.91 
.69 
4.07 
.63 
4.17 
.68 
4.08 
.67 
3.30 .04 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
3.84 
.93 
3.84 
.91 
4.20 
.70 
4.00 
.84 
7.13 .001 
Physical surroundings 3.60 3.44 3.21 3.38 2.70 .07 
1.01 1.20 1.22 1.18 
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Table 18. (Continued) 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Location of office 
SD^ 
3.79 
.84 
3.77 
1.01 
3.56 
1.14 
3.68 
1.04 
1.73 .18 
Parking facilities 3.19 
1.11 
3.65 
1.09 
2.67 
1.26 
3.10 
1.25 
19.03 .001 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.18 
.83 
4.20 
.77 
4.05 
.86 
4.13 
.83 
1.06 .35 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
4.25 
.70 
4.27 
.75 
3.95 
.86 
1.12 
.80 
5.44 .005 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.84 
.96 
3.97 
.90 
3.57 
1.01 
3.76 
.98 
4.89 .008 
Relationships with 
clientele 
3.97 
.88 
4.17 
.75 
3.93 
.72 
4.02 
.77 
2.86 .06 
Feelings about ' 
service 
3.74 
.86 
3.98 
.81 
3.70 
.89 
3.80 
.86 
3.10 .05 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.96 
.89 
4.00 
.96 
3.75 
.85 
3.88 
.90 
2.48 .09 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's Internal 
communications 
3.04 
.91 
3.09 
1.03 
2.99 
.92 
3.03 
.95 
.27 .76 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
3.04 
.98 
2.90 
1.11 
2.70 
.96 
2.84 
1.02 
2.85 .06 
Content of job 3.81 
.80 
3.80 
.78 
3.83 
.91 
3.82 
.85 
.04 .96 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.78 
.79 
3.91 
.78 
3.86 
.72 
3.86 
.75 
.62 .54 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.43 
1.01 
3.32 
1.09 
3.05 
1.10 
3.22 
1.08 
3.35 .04 
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Table 19. 1988 mean and standard deviation of state extension personnel 
by job satisfaction indicator 
Job satisfaction Standard 
Indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .48 1 .00 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .04 .86 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 2 .99 .88 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts « 3 .52 .97 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .51 1 .03 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .78 .91 
New staff orientation 2 .66 1 .08 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .44 .88 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3 .41 1 .11 
Procedures for using electronic technology 2 .94 1 .06 
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Table 20. Expressed level of respondent professional Inservice needs 
for state extension personnel (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too Just Not 
much right enough Mean STD 
Inservice education N 6 68 30 2.23 .54 
opportunities % 5.8 65.4 28.8 
Required Inservice 16 63 12 1.96 .56 
education 17.6 69.2 13.2 
Inservice for major 7 54 29 2.24 .59 
programs 7.8 60.0 32.2 
Administrative skills 2 29 52 2.60 .54 
(management etc.) 2.4 34.9 62.7 
Use of video 2 47 36 2.40 .54 
inservice 2.4 55.3 42.4 
Use of satellite 4 29 46 2.53 .60 
insetvice 5.1 36.7 58.2 
Individual inservice 2 26 35 2.54 .56 
study packets 3.2 41.3 55.6 
Inservlce by 3 5 19 2.22 .51 
teleconference 4.2 69.4 26.4 
Process skill 2 31 51 2.58 .54 
(teaching etc.) 2.4 36.9 60.7 
Inservice for area 4 25 18 2.30 .62 
specialists 8.5 53.2 38.3 
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Table 21. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabilltles of 
area extension personnel by job satisfaction indicator for 
the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Year 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
N"67 N=64 N=62 
Importance and value M^y 
of my work SD 
4.15 
.72 
4.06 
.77 
4.13 
.66 
4.11 
.72 
.26 .77 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.21 
.73 
4.05 
.74 
4.33 
.65 
4.19 
.72 
2.47 .09 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.79 
.81 
3.77 
.87 
3.64 
1.13 
3.73 
.94 
3.79 .73 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.79 
.73 
3.78 
.88 
3.74 
.98 
3.77 
.86 
.07 .93 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.55 
.86 
3.67 
.86 
3.87 
.71 
3.69 
.82 
2.51 .08 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
4.03 
.87 
4.14 
.75 
4.13 
.82 
4.10 
.81 
.37 .69 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
4.06 
.78 
4.24 
.84 
4.10 
.86 
4.13 
.82 
.83 .44 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
2.93 
.99 
2.80 
.91 
2.74 
1.15 
2.82 
1.01 
.57 .57 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.97 
.89 
4.02 
.95 
4.03 
.90 
4.01 
.91 
.08 .92 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.99 
.91 
4.16 
.93 
3.63 
1.28 
3.93 
1.07 
4.12 .02 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.96 
.88 
4.06 
.90 
3.60 
1.17 
3.87 
1.00 
3.02 .02 
yM • Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 21. (Continued) 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
e-
ratlo 
t-
prob. 
Amount of super­
vision received 
3.73 
.81 
3.77 
.90 
3.81 
.99 
3.77 
.90 
.11 .89 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.60 
.82 
3.77 
1.04 
3.32 
1.14 
3.56 
1.01 
3.13 .05 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservlce 
training 
3.49 
.96 
3.28 
1.13 
3.58 
1.03 
3.45 
1.05 
1.36 .26 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.07 
1.03 
3.52 
1.10 
2.85 
1.09 
3.14 
1.10 
6.00 .003 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.52 
.80 
3.53 
1.02 
2.92 
1.21 
3.33 
1.05 
7.48 .007 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.19 
1.02 
2.56 
1.04 
3.13 
1.22 
2.96 
1.13 
6.55 .002 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
2.88 
.92 
2.29 
.97 
2.97 
1.08 
2.71 
1.03 
8.71 .0002 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.46 
.82 
3.16 
.82 
3.65 
.89 
3.42 
.86 
5.20 .005 
The degree of security 
in the position 
4.05 
.69 
3.81 
.87 
3.47 
.95 
3.78 
.87 
7.59 .0007 
Performance and 
capability In job 
3.83 
.54 
3.88 
.55 
4.10 
.65 
3.93 
.59 
3.77 .02 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
3.53 
1.04 
3.75 
.90 
4.25 
.75 
3.83 
.95 
10.30 .001 
Physical surroundings 3.67 
.96 
3.42 
1.11 
3.47 
1.22 
3.52 
1.10 
.96 .38 
Table 21. (Continued) 
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ÏÊâl F- F-
Indlcator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Location of office m\ 
SD*) 
3.72 
1.10 
3.69 
1.15 
3.52 
1.29 
3.64 
1.18 
.53 .59 
Parking facilities 3.93 
1.17 
4.17 
.86 
4.08 
.93 
4.06 
1.00 
1.02 .36 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
3.99 
.77 
3.83 
1.00 
3.92 
.98 
3.91 
.92 
.48 .62 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
4.01 
.84 
4.23 
.79 
4.07 
.75 
4.10 
.80 
1.34 .26 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.72 
.81 
3.75 
.84 
3.77 
.89 
3.74 
.85 
.07 .93 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.02 
.59 
4.17 
.55 
4.03 
.63 
4.07 
.59 
1.36 .26 
Feelings about 
service 
3.94 
.67 
3.81 
.81 
3.90 
.79 
3.88 
.75 
.53 .59 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.96 
.81 
3.75 
.98 
3.87 
.86 
3.86 
.88 
.92 .40 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
3.27 
.77 
3.19 
.95 
2.99 
.86 
3.15 
.86 
1.86 .16 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
3.40 
.78 
3.17 
.88 
3.75 
1.03 
3.12 
.93 
8.49 .0003 
Content of job 3.90 
.78 
3.92 
.67 
3.81 
.81 
3.88 
.75 
.40 .67 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.76 
.94 
3.78 
.84 
3.74 
1.32 
3.44 
1.15 
20.26 .0001 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.51 
.91 
3.59 
.99 
3.19 
.88 
3.43 
.94 
3.13 .05 
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Table 22. 1988 mean and standard deviation of area extension personnel 
by job satisfaction indicator 
Job satisfaction Standard 
indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .72 .89 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 2 .89 .83 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 2 .87 .80 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .42 .80 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .36 1.04 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .81 .81 
New staff orientation 2 .80 1.32 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .11 .92 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3 .61 .89 
Procedures for using electronic technology 3 .07 .84 
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Table 23. Expressed level of respondent professional inservice needs 
of area extension personnel (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too Just Not 
much right enough Mean STD 
Inservice éducation N 4 44 13 2.15 .51 
opportunities % 6.6 72.1 21.3 
Required inservice 11 48 2 1.85 .44 
education 18.0 78.7 3.3 
Inservice for major 2 35 22 2.34 .55 
programs 3.4 59.3 37.3 
Administrative skills 2 15 25 2.55 .59 
(management etc.) 4.8 35.7 59.5 
Use of video 1 36 21 2.35 .52 
inservice 1.7 62.1 36.2 
Use of satellite 5 24 28 2.40 .65 
inservice 8.8 42.1 49.1 
Individual inservice 0 20 27 2.57 .50 
study packets 0.0 42.6 57.4 
Inservice by 3 32 15 2.24 .56 
teleconference 6.0 64.0 30.0 
Process skill 1 23 29 2.53 .54 
(teaching etc.) 1.9 43.4 54.7 
Inservice for area 0 34 22 2.39 .49 
specialists 0.0 60.7 39.3 
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Table 24. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabilities of 
multi-county extension personnel by job satisfaction indicator 
for the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Year 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
N=62 N=54 N=57 
Importance and value 
of my work 
4.08 
.73 
4.20 
.59 
4.04 
.78 
4.10 
.71 
.84 .43 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.26 
.72 
4.04 
.78 
4.00 
.78 
4.10 
.76 
2.03 .14 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.61 
.80 
3.81 
.79 
3.67 
1.02 
3.69 
.87 
.77 .46 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.40 
.90 
3.69 
.77 
3.32 
1.07 
3.46 
.93 
2.42 .09 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.59 
.82 
3.61 
.94 
3.80 
.91 
3.67 
.89 
1.03 .36 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.85 
.88 
3.96 
.82 
3.72 
1.16 
3.84 
.97 
.89 .41 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
3.97 
.89 
4.02 
.79 
3.98 
.94 
3.99 
.87 
.05 .95 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
2.98 
.83 
2.75 
.77 
2.82 
1.12 
2.86 
.92 
.95 .39 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.69 
1.02 
3.80 
.81 
3.82 
1.05 
3.77 
.97 
.30 .74 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
4.05 
.89 
3.91 
.98 
3.67 
1.04 
3.88 
3.98 
2.33 .10 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.90 
.87 
3.70 
.93 
3.56 
.91 
3.73 
.91 
2.13 .12 
yM » Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation 
Table 24. (Continued) 
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Year 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
f-
ratlo 
t-
prob. 
Amount of super- M*. 
vision received SD 
3.81 
.79 
3.83 
.64 
3.65 
.92 
3.76 
.97 
.87 .42 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.79 
.89 
3.72 
.86 
3.42 
1.10 
3.65 
.97 
2.42 .09 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and Inservlce 
training 
3.31 
1.14 
3.15 
1.10 
3.19 
.97 
3.22 
1.07 
.33 .72 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.22 
1.16 
3.16 
.86 
3.16 
.96 
3.18 
1.00 
.07 .93 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.36 
.99 
3.15 
.85 
3.00 
1.02 
3.17 
.96 
2.07 .13 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.49 
.94 
2.89 
.89 
3.35 
1.14 
3.26 
1.03 • 
5.58 .005 
Salary compared to 
those In similar 
fields of work 
3.19 
.88 
2.86 
.94 
3.16 
1.00 
3.08 
.94 
1.94 .15 
Standard of living 
In the community 
3.70 
.76 
3.43 
.88 
3.72 
.77 
3.62 
.81 
2.34 .10 
The degree of security 
In the position 
3.64 
.97 
3.74 
.89 
3.35 
1.06 
3.58 
.99 
2.41 .09 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.88 
.56 
3.93 
.54 
4.05 
.58 
3.95 
.56 
1.44 .24 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
3.98 
.81 
3.98 
.84 
4.37 
.70 
4.11 
.80 
4.64 .0109 
Physical surroundings 3.39 
1.04 
3.37 
1.01 
3.39 
1.06 
3.38 
1.03 
.0073 .99 
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Table 24. (Continued) 
Xear p_ p_ 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Location of office 
SD^ 
3.71 
.81 
3.46 
1.02 
3.49 
1.00 
3.56 
.97 
1.15 .32 
Parking facilities 3.72 
.97 
3.52 
1.13 
3.58 
.94 
3.61 
1.01 
.61 .54 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.02 
.84 
4.00 
.89 
4.11 
.82 
4.04 
.84 
.25 .78 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
3.87 
1.00 
3.74 
1.01 
3.71 
.93 
3.78 
.98 
.44 .65 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.84 
.79 
3.69 
.79 
3.67 
.72 
3.74 
.77 
.90 .41 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.07 
.70 
4.02 
.74 
3.98 
.55 
4.02 
.67 
.23 .80 
Feelings about 
service 
3.75 
.84 
3.90 
.72 
3.86 
.79 
3.84 
.78 
.58 .56 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.72 
.88 
3.83 
.73 
3.65 
.97 
3.73 
.87 
.54 .59 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
3.17 
.87 
3.23 
.91 
3.05 
1.03 
3.15 
.93 
.49 .61 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.28 
.94 
2.17 
.80 
2.33 
.97 
2.26 
.90 
.49 .61 
Content of job 3.42 
.90 
3.52 
.72 
3.44 
.95 
3.46 
.86 
.21 .81 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
2.66 
.98 
2.50 
1.19 
2.63 
.98 
2.60 
1.05 
.36 .70 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.42 
.95 
3.28 
.97 
3.30 
.84 
3.34 
.92 
.40 .67 
129 
Table 25. 1988 mean and standard deviation of multi-county extension 
personnel by job satisfaction Indicator 
Job satisfaction Standard 
indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .70 .80 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .19 .81 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 3 .04 .89 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .44 .86 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .49 .81 
.Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .83 .76 
New staff orientation 2 .87 1.13 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .12 .83 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3 .42 .87 
Procedures for using electronic technology 2 .96 .85 
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Table 26. Expressed level of respondent professional Inservice needs 
of multi-county extension personnel (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too Just Not 
much right enough Mean STD 
Inservice education N 8 46 3 1.91 .43 
opportunities % 14.0 80.7 5.3 
Required inservice 18 37 0 1.67 .47 
education 32.7 67.3 0.0 
Inservlce for major 6 35 11 2.10 .57 
programs 11.5 67.3 21.2 
Administrative skills 2 18 27 2.53 .58 
(management etc.) 4.3 38.3 57.4 
Use of video 3 34 16 2.25 .55 
inservlce 5.7 64.2 30.2 
Use of satellite 3 15 31 2.57 .61 
inservlce 6.1 30.6 63.3 
Individual Inservlce 2 27 16 2.31 .56 
study packets 4.4 60.0 35.6 
Inservlce by 7 30 11 2.08 .61 
teleconference 14.6 62.5 22.9 
Process skill 0 32. 23 2.42 .50 
(teaching etc.) 0.0 58.2 41.8 
Inservlce for area 0 2 0 2.00 Ô
 
o
 
specialists 0.0 100.0 0.0 
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Table 27. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabllltles of 
single county extension personnel by job satisfaction 
indicator for the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
r-
ratio 
t -
prob. 
N=232 N=278 N=152 
Importance and value M®. 
of my work SD 
4.15 
.68 
4.14 
.66 
4.20 
.69 
4.15 
.67 
.41 .66 
Challenge of present 
job 
3.98 
.75 
4.03 
.76 
4.21 
.77 
4.05 
.76 
4.40 .012 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.56 
.78 
3.58 
.89 
3.61 
.98 
3.58 
.88 
.17 .84 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.67 
.75 
3.63 
.89 
3.73 
.98 
3.67 
.86 
.66 .52 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.76 
.80 
3.84 
.79 
4.07 
.69 
3.87 
.78 
7.72 .0005 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.74 
.88 
3.85 
.86 
3.95 
.90 
3.84 
.88 
2.62 .07 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
3.95 
.84 
3.99 
.81 
3.90 
.90 
3.97 
.84 
.26 .77 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
3.10 
.85 
2.91 
.95 
2.93 
.96 
2.98 
.92 
3.04 .05 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.66 
.88 
3.79 
.84 
3.84 
.90 
3.76 
.83 
2.21 .11 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.94 
.96 
3.98 
.91 
3.68 
1.00 
3.89 
.95 
5.29 .0005 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.85 
.86 
3.89 
.89 
3.46 
1.09 
3.77 
.95 
11.23 .0001 
yM = Mean. 
SD » Standard deviation 
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Table 27. (Continued) 
ÏSâ£ F- F-
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Amount of super-
vision received SD 
3.78 
.84 
3.87 
.89 
3.59 
.99 
3.78 
.90 
4.85 .008 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.62 
.89 
3.67 
.93 
3.53 
.97 
3.62 
.92 
1.21 .30 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservlce 
training 
3.38 
.97 
3.41 
1.12 
3.38 
1.04 
3.39 
1.05 
.05 .95 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.21 
1.02, 
3.41 
1.07 
3.13 
1.11 
3.27 
1.07 
3.84 .02 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.44 
.92 
3.33 
1.06 
3.09 
1.02 
3.31 
1.01 
5.55 .004 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.15 
.96 
2.90 
1.06 
3.08 
1.19 
3.03 
1.06 
3.73 .02 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
2.94 
.87 
2.67 
1.03 
2.87 
1.04 
2.81 
.99 
4.87 .008 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.56 
.77 
3.45 
.84 
3.43 
.90 
3.49 
.83 
1.56 .21 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.64 
.84 
3.70 
.88 
3.26 
1.01 
3.58 
.89 
13.47 .0001 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.87 
.60 
4.01 
.65 
4.13 
.62 
3.99 
.63 
8.31 .0003 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
3.69 
.87 
4.04 
.84 
4.28 
.64 
3.97 
.84 
25.49 .0001 
Physical surroundings 3.60 3.59 3.82 3.65 2.68 .07 
1.00 1.06 1.04 1.04 
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Table 27• (Continued) 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
f-
ratio 
u-
prob 
Location of office M*. 
SD*) 
3.70 
.99 
3.76 
1.01 
3.78 
1.08 
3.75 
1.02 
.36 .70 
Parking facilities 3.58 
1.15 
3.73 
1.05 
3.82 
1.01 
3.70 
. 1.08 
2.37 .09 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.23 
.69 
4.14 
.78 
4.08 
.87 
4.16 
.77 
1.83 .16 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
4.07 
.88 
4.00 
.96 
3.72 
1.04 
3.96 
.96 
6.59 .001 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.86 
.80 
3.97 
.80 
3.75 
.86 
3.88 
.82 
3.67 .03 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.25 
.64 
4.20 
.67 
4.24 
.60 
4.23 
.64 
.52 .59 
Feelings about 
service 
3.90 
.75 
4.05 
.80 
3.88 
.77 
3.96 
.78 
3.10 .05 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.85 
.85 
3.97 
.85 
3.84 
.92 
3.90 
.87 
1.66 .19 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
3.23 
.87 
3.31 
1.00 
3.06 
.87 
3.23 
.93 
3.62 .03 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.96 
.93 
2.97 
1.05 
2.40 
.89 
2.84 
1.00 
19.65 .0001 
Content of job 3.64 
.76 
3.73 
.80 
3.63 
.87 
3.68 
.80 
1.18 .31 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.88 
.74 
3.91 
.73 
4.05 
.76 
3.93 
.74 
2.47 .09 
The amount of resource 
support 1 receive 
3.70 
.93 
3.73 
.92 
3.54 
.90 
3.68 
.92 
2.28 .10 
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Table 28. 1988 mean and standard deviation of single county extension 
personnel by Job satisfaction Indicator 
Job satisfaction Standard 
Indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .80 .77 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .24 .87 
Progress being made In marketing the Extension 
organization 3 .19 .94 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .61 .82 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .56 .98 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .86 .83 
New staff orientation 2 .64 1.07 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .33 .82 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3 .61 .73 
Procedures for using electronic technology 3 .06 .98 
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Table 29. Expressed level of respondent professional inservlce needs 
of single county extension personnel (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too Just Not 
much right enough Mean STD 
Inservlce education N 13 114 22 2.06 
00 
opportunities % 8.7 76.5 14.8 
Required Inservlce 49 99 4 1.70 .51 
education 32.2 65.1 2.6 
Inservlce for major 9 100 41 2.21 .54 
programs 6.0 66.7 27.3 
Administrative skills 6 55 66 2.47 .59 
(management etc.) 4.7 43.3 52.0 
Use of video 9 74 59 2.35 .60 
Inservlce 6.3 52.1 41.5 
Use of satellite 8 41 85 2.58 .61 
Inservlce 6.0 30.6 63.4 
Individual inservlce 5 57 56 2.43 
00 m
 
study packets 4.2 48.3 47.5 
Inservlce by 25 75 42 2.12 .68 
teleconference 17.6 52.8 29.6 
Process skill 2 72 68 3.47 .53 
(teaching etc.) 1.4 50.7 47.9 
Inservlce for area 2 7 0 1.78 .44 
specialists 22.2 77.8 0.0 
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Table 30. 1988 means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabilities 
of extension administration by satisfaction Indicator for 
geographic nature of position 
Geographic nature 
of position F- F-
Indicator Area State Total ratio prob. 
N=5 N=15 
g 
Importance and value M ^ 
of my work SD 
3.80 
1.10 
4.46 
.52 
4.30 
.73 
3.52 .08 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.20 
.84 
4.40 
.63 
4.35 
.67 
.32 .58 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.80 
1.10 
4.00 
.93 
3.95 
.94 
.16 .69 
Prestige of current 
position 
4.00 
.71 
4.20 
.68 
4.15 
.67 
.32 .58 
Number of people met 
dally 
3.40 
.55 
3.87 
.92 
3.75 
.85 . 
1.14 .30 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.80 
.83 
3.93 
.80 
3.90 
.79 
.10 .75 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
4.00 
.71 
4.27 
.70 
4.20 
.70 
. .54 .47 
Opportunity to advance 
in this organization 
3.80 
1.30 
3.73 
.80 
3.75 
.91 
.02 .89 
Opportunity for creative 
programming in present job 
3.40 
1.14 
4.07 
.59 
3.90 
.79 
2,96 .10 
Accessibility of supervisor 
for discussion of business 
3.60 
1.52 
4.13 
1.06 
4.00 
1.17 
.77 .39 
Accessibility of supervisor 
for discussion of personal 
problems 
3.20 
1.30 
3.86 
.86 
3.68 
1.00 
1.64 .22 
yM • Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 30. (Continued) 
Geographic nature 
of position F- F-
Indicator Area State Total ratlo prob 
Amount of super­
vision received 
4.00 
SD® .71 
4.00 
.76 
4.00 
.73 
.00 1.00 
Amount of encouragement 
for self-development 
received 
3.00 
1.58 
3.60 
.99 
3.45 
1.15 
1.03 .32 
Adequacy of orientation 
and Inservlce training 
3.20 
.45 
3.27 
1.03 
3.25 
.91 
.02 .89 
Adequacy of performance 
evaluation 
3.00 
1.00 
3.67 
.72 
2.75 
.79 
.66 .43 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job well 
done 
3.40 
1.82 
2.67 
.96 
3.30 
1.17 
.05 .83 
Feelings about salary 
progress 
O
 
o
 
4.00 
1.00 
4.00 
1.08 
.00 1.00 
Salary compared to those 
in similar fields of work 
3.50 
1.29 
3.93 
1.16 
3.84 
1.17 
.42 .53 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.60 
1.14 
4.27 
.80 
4.10 
.91 
2.12 .16 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.80 
.84 
3.47 
1.30 
3.55 
1.19 
.28 .60 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.40 
.55 
4.40 
.51 
4.15 
.67 
14.06 .002 
Fringe benefits (insur­
ance, retirement, etc.) 
4.40 
.55 
4.47 
.64 
4.45 
.60 
.04 .84 
Physical surroundings 4.60 
.55 
3.47 
1.25 
3.75 
1.21 
3.78 .07 
Location of office 4.88 
.45 
3.53 
1.13 
3.85 
1.14 
5.84 .03 
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Table 30. (Continued) 
Geographic nature 
of position F- F-
Indicator Area State Total ratio prob 
Parking facilities m\ 
SD 
4.80 
.45 
2.93 
1.33 
3.40 
1.43 
9.14 .007 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.40 
.55 
4.47 
.74 
4.45 
.69 
.03 .86 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
4.40 
.54 
4.33 
.82 
4.35 
.75 
.03 .87 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
4.00 
1.41 
4.00 
1.00 
4.00 
1.08 
, .00 1.00 
Relationships with 
clientele 
3.80 
.45 
3.93 
.80 
3.90 
.72 
,12 .73 
Feelings about 
service 
4.40 
.55 
4.13 
.83 
4.20 
.77 
.44 .52 
The organization's atti­
tude regarding human 
dignity 
4.40 
.55 
4.07 
.80 
4.15 
.75 
.74 .40 
Adequacy of organization's 
internal communications 
3.60 
.55 
3.47 
.92 
3.50 
.83 
.09 .76 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
3.80 . 
.45 
3.27 
.88 
3.40 
.82 
1.64 .22 
Content of job 3.40 
.89 
4.47 
.64 
4.20 
.83 
8.60 .009 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.80 
.83 
4.27 
.70 
4.15 
.75 
1.51 .23 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.60 
1.14 
3.80 
.94 
3.75 
.97 
.15 .70 
The major programs for 1988-
91 reflect current needs of 
clientele 
4.60 
.55 
3.60 
.99 
3.85 
.99 
4.56 .05 
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Table 30. (Continued) 
Geographic nature 
of position F- F-
Indlcator Area State Total ratio prob. 
Progress being made in M , 
marketing Extension SD 
programs 
3.00 
.00 
3.20 
.56 
3.15 
.49 
.61 .44 
Progress being made in 
marketing the Extension 
Organization 
2.80 
.45 
3.20 
.68 
3.10 
.64 
1.50 .24 
Opportunity to cooperate 
with other staff on program 
efforts 
3.40 
.55 
3.80 
.94 
3.70 
.86 
.79 .38 
Electronic technology 
available for program 
delivery 
3.00 
1.00 
3.80 
1.15 
3.60 
1.14 
1.93 .18 
Understanding of my job 
responsibilities 
4.00 
.00 
4.40 
.63 
4.30 
.57 
1.93 .18 
New Staff Orientation 3.00 
.00 
2.83 
1.17 
2.86 
1.07 
.02 .90 
Emphasis being put on 
volunteer development 
2.00 
.00 
3.63 
1.06 
3.18 
1.17 
6.58 .03 
Emphasis being put on 
leadership development 
4.00 
1.00 
4.00 
1.00 
4.00 
.94 
.00 1.00 
Procedures for using 
electronic technology 
3.00 
.82 
3.15 
1.41 
3.12 
1.27 
.04 .84 
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Table 31. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabilities of 
Extension Agriculturalists by job satisfaction indicator for 
the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
N=106 N=88 N=94 
Importance and value 
of my work 
4.23 
.59 
4.26 
.65 
4.29 
.67 
4.26 
.63 
.23 .79 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.05 
.64 
4.08 
.69 
4.23 
.72 
4.12 
.68 
2.06 .13 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.46 
.82 
3.45 
.92 
3.49 
1.06 
3.47 
.93 
.053 .95 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.81 
.61 
3.86 
.70 
3.86 
.90 
3.84 
.74 
.17 .85 
Number of people met 
dally 
3.92 
.74 
4.02 
.69 
4.12 
.64 
4.01 
.70 
2.11 .12 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.82 
.78 
3.80 
.83 
4.02 
.75 
3.88 
.79 
2.33 .10 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
3.99 
.80 
3.97 
.78 
3.81 
.94 
3.92 
.85 
1.31 .27 
Opportunity to 
advance In this 
organization 
3.35 
.73 
3.14 
.87 
3.04 
.99 
3.19 
.87 
3.34 .04 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.77 
.84 
3.85 
.76 
3.85 
.84 
3.82 
.81 
.30 .74 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.93 
.92 
4.05 
.78 
3.73 
1.03 
3.90 
.92 
2.71 .07 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.82 
.83 
3.95 
.79 
3.60 
1.07 
3.79 
.91 
3.49 .03 
yM " Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation 
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Table 31. (Continued) 
Year 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
Amount of super- M*. 
vision received SD 
3.75 
.86 
4.01 
.80 
3.59 
1.01 
3.77 
.91 
5.25 .006 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.69 
.84 
3.72 
.82 
3.43 
.99 
3.61 
.89 
3.17 .04 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservlce 
training 
3.46 
.94 
3.46 
1.03 
3.41 
.97 
3.44 
.97 
.06 .94 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.13 
1.29 
3.33 
1.14 
3.07 
1.11 
3.17 
1.09 
1.35 .26 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.49 
.85 
3.27 
1.04 
3.17 
1.02 
3.32 
.98 
2.67 .07 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
2.99 
.99 
2.51 
1.01 
3.04 
1.20 
2.86 
1.09 
6.83 .001 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
2.72 
.77 
2.19 
.91 
2.73 
1.04 
2.56 
.94 
10.30 .0001 
fields of work 
Standard of living 
in the community 
The degree of security 
in the position 
Performance and 
capability in job 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
Physical surroundings 
3.46 3.22 3.37 3.36 1.82 .16 
.79 .88 .98 .89 
3.95 3.93 3.51 3.80 9.83 .0001 
.64 .76 .91 .80 
3.98 3.03 4.10 4.03 1.05 .35 
.52 .58 .59 .56 
3.47 3.72 4.12 3.76 15.37 .0001 
.93 .86 .67 .89 
3.67 3.68 3.82 3.72 .68 .51 
.93 .99 1.03 .98 
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Table 31. (Continued) 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
t-
ratlo 
e-
prol 
Location of office 
SD^ 
3.75 
.91 
3.91 
.99 
3.81 
1.03 
3.82 
.97 
.61 .54 
Parking facilities 3.80 
1.03 
3.78 
1.04 
3.81 
1.04 
3.80 
1.03 
1 .02 .98 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.37 
.62 
4.11 
.77 
4.11 
.87 
4.21 
.77 
3.95 .02 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
4.01 
.80 
3.95 
.99 
3.89 
.93 
3.95 
.90 
.42 .66 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.82 
.78 
3.94 
.73 
3.80 
.86 
3.45 
.79 
.84 .43 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.30 
.59 
4.23 
.60 
4.27 
.53 
4.27 
.57 
.38 .69 
Feelings about 
service 
3.97 
.65 
3.93 
.85 
3.93 
.75 
3.94 
.75 
.11 .89 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity • 
3.97 
.77 
3.87 
.82 
3.82 
.95 
3.89 
.85 
.81 .45 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
3.31 
.87 
3.27 
.98 
3.04 
.90 
3.21 
.92 
2.44 .09 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
3.00 
.80 
3.01 
.88 
2.61 
.87 
2.87 
.87 
6.99 .001 
Content of job 3.60 
.73 
3.63 
.81 
3.63 
.87 
3.62 
.80 
.06 .94 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.97 
.65 
4.05 
.71 
4.02 
.79 
4.01 
.72 
.27 .76 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.83 
.89 
3.76 
.94 
3.59 
.80 
3.73 
.88 
2.03 .13 
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Table 32. 1988 Extension Agriculturalists' means and standard 
deviations by job satisfaction 
Job satisfaction Standard 
indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .67 .78 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .20 .81 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 3 .17 .96 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .66 .74 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .53 .95 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .92 .73 
New staff orientation 2 .61 1.08 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .43 .75 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3 .57 .63 
Procedures for using electronic technology 3 .02 .96 
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Table 33. Expressed level of respondent professional inservice needs 
of Extension Agriculturalists (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too Just Not 
much right enough Mean STD 
Inservice education N 3 66 22 2.21 00
 
opportunities % 3.3 72.5 24.2 
Required inservice 24 65 4 1.79 .51 
education 25.8 69.9 4.3 
Inservice for major 6 56 30 2.26 .57 
programs 6.5 60.9 32.6 
Administrative skills 6 42 37 3.36 .61 
(management etc.) 7.1 49.4 43.5 
Use of video 6 44 37 2.36 .61 
inservice 6.9 50.6 42.5 
Use of satellite 5 29 50 2.53 .61 
inservice 6.0 34.5 59.5 
Individual inservice 3 43 29 2.35 .56 
study packets 4.0 57.3 38.7 
Inservice by 15 54 20 2.06 .63 
teleconference 16.9 60.7 22.5 
Process skill 1 43 43 2.48 .53 
(teaching etc.) 1.6 49.4 49.4 
Inservice for area 2 5 1 1.88 .64 
specialists 25.0 62.5 12.5 
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Table 34. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabllitles of 
Extension Home Economists by job satisfaction Indicator for 
the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Year 
F-
ratlo 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
N=65 N=67 N=68 
Importance and value 
of my work 
4.14 
.56 
4.10 
.63 
4.04 
.70 
4.10 
.63 
.38 .68 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.25 
.71 
4.04 
.88 
4.11 
.76 
4.14 
.79 
1.11 .33 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.69 
.73 
3.67 
.85 
3.79 
.91 
3.72 
.83 
.44 .64 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.62 
.93 
3.75 
.79 
3.76 
.87 
3.71 
.86 
.59 .56 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.55 
.87 
3.69 
.91 
3.97 
.79 
3.74 
.87 
4.21 .02 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.80 
.97 
3.96 
.82 
3.76 
1.11 
3.84 
.97 
.72 .49 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
4.00 
.68 
3.99 
.77 
4.12 
.89 
4.04 
.79 
.57 .56 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
2.95 
.78 
2.65 
.86 
2.87 
.96 
2.82 
.88 
2.11 .12 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.71 
1.00 
3.88 
.77 
3.79 
1.02 
3.79 
.93 
.55 .58 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.88 
.93 
3.78 
.97 
3.53 
1.01 
3.73 
.98 
2.26 .11 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.77 
.85 
3.63 
.92 
3.31 
1.02 
3.57 
.95 
4.07 .02 
fh » Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation 
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Table 34. (Continued) 
Year 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
Amount of super- M^. 
vision received SD 
3.78 
.74 
3.77 
.79 
3.60 
.88 
3.72 
.81 
1.05 .35 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.75 
.90 
3.63 
.97 
3.57 
1.02 
3.64 
.96 
3.58 .56 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservice 
training 
3.46 
.94 
3.24 
.98 
3.56 
.98 
3.42 
.97 
1.88 .16 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.11 
1.01 
3.19 
.97 
3.21 
.96 
3.17 
.97 
.16 .85 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.29 
• .96 
3.06 
.90 
3.03 
.88 
3.12 
.92 
1.53 .22 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.37 
.94 
2.79 
.95 
3.24 
1.21 
3.13 
1.07 
5.48 .005 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
3.10 
.86 
2.65 
.93 
3.16 
.96 
2.97 
.94 
6.13 .003 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.69 
.69 
3.39 
.80 
3.63 
.79 
3.57 
.77 
2.91 .06 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.59 
.85 
3.82 
.69 
3.06 
1.08 
3.49 
.94 
13.06 .0001 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.89 
.54 
4.00 
.60 
4.22 
.59 
4.04 
.59 
5.57 .005 
Fringe benefits 
(Insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
3.89 
.80 
3.98 
.82 
4.38 
.67 
4.09 
.79 
.68 .0006 
Physical surroundings 3.34 
1.07 
3.22 
1.17 
3.60 
1.24 
3.39 
1.17 
1.88 .16 
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Table 34. (Continued) 
J£S« F- F-
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Location of office 
SD^ 
3.51 
.95 
3.46 
1.13 
3.57 
1.18 
3.52 
1.09 
.18 .84 
Parking facilities 3.46 
1.12 
3.55 
1.25 
3.66 
1.10 
3.56 
1.15 
.50 .61 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.09 
.74 
4.16 
.73 
4.04 
.87 
4.10 
.78 
.40 .67 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
3.86 
.97 
3.66 
.90 
3.60 
.90 
3.71 
.92 
1.45 .24 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.77 
.72 
3.66 
.71 
3.54 
.78 
3.66 
.74 
1.54 .22 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.09 
.68 
4.10 
.68 
4.18 
.52 
4.13 
.63 
.34 .71 
Feelings about 
service 
3.70 
.75 
3.84 
.74 
3.87 
.79 
3.81 
.76 
.93 .40 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.69 
.77 
3.81 
.76 
3.84 
.86 
3.78 
.80 
.63 .53 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
3.05 
.80 
3.02 
.07 
3.03 
.98 
3.03 
.89 
.02 .98 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.45 
.83 
2.24 
.82 
2.29 
.93 
2.33 
.86 
1.08 .34 
Content of job 3.71 
.82 
3.63 
.76 
3.63 
.75 
3.66 
.77 
.22 .80 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.09 
1.14 
3.17 
1.28 
3.44 
1.06 
3.24 
1.17 
1.64 .20 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.61 
.81 
3.48 
.92 
3.50 
.92 
3.53 
.88 
.38 .68 
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Table 35. 1988 Extension Economists' means and standard deviations 
by job satisfaction indicator 
Job satisfaction Standard 
indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .93 .74 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .28 .84 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 3 .13 .93 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .47 .94 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .51 1 .05 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .90 .81 
New staff orientation 2 .91 1 .22 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .21 .85 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3 .74 .84 
Procedures for using electronic technology 2 .97 1 .06 
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Table 36. Expressed level of respondent professional inservice needs 
of Extension Home Economists (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too Just Not 
much right enough Mean STD 
Inservice education N 7 59 2 1.93 .36 
opportunities % 10.3 86.8 2.9 
Required inservice 18 49 0 1.73 .45 
education 26.9 37.1 0.0 
Inservice for major 5 52 10 2.08 .47 
programs 7.5 77.6 14.9 
Administrative skills 1 14 36 2.69 .51 
(management etc.) 2.0 27.5 70.6 
Use of video 4 43 19 2.23 .55 
inservice 6.1 • 65.2 28.8 
Use of satellite 3 19 39 2.59 .59 
inservice 4.9 31.1 36.9 
Individual Inservice 1 30 23 2.41 .53 
study packets 1.9 55.6 42.6 
Inservice by 11 33 17 2.10 .68 
teleconference 18.0 54.1 27.9 
Process skill 1 36 28 2.42 .53 
(teaching etc.) 1.3 55.4 43.1 
Inservice for area 0 1 0 2.00 .00 
specialists 0.0 100.0 0.0 
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Table 37. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabilities of 
multi-county Extension Home Economists by job satisfaction 
indicator for the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Year 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
N=35 N-34 N=28 
Importance and value 
of my work 
4.14 
.60 
4.21 
.69 
4.07 
.77 
4.14 
.68 
.30 .74 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.37 
.69 
4.00 
.85 
4.87 
.72 
4.15 
.77 
2.31 .11 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.77 
.73 
3.70 
.85 
3.79 
1.10 
3.75 
.88 
.09 .91 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.57 
.92 
3.85 
.70 
3.68 
.94 
3.70 
.86 
.95 .39 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.66 
.76 
3.71 
1.00 
3.96 
.84 
3.76 
.88 
1.07 .35 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.97 
.82 
3.91 
.75 
3.75 
1.21 
3.89 
.92 
.46 .63 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
4.11 
.63 
3.91 
.75 
4.07 
1.05 
4.03 
.81 
.58 .56 
Opportunity to 
advance In this 
organization 
3.06 
.75 
2.70 
.77 
2.82 
1.02 
2.86 
.85 
1.57 .21 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.97 
.86 
3.85 
.66 
3.82 
1.06 
3.89 
.85 
.28 .76 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.86 
.94 
3.68 
.98 
3.54 
1.17 
3.70 
1.02 
.78 .46 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.74 
.85 
3.43 
.90 
3.39 
1.03 
3.54 
.93 
1.40 .25 
yM • Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation 
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Table 37. (Continued) 
-ÏSSE F- F-
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Amount of super-
vision received SD 
3.86 
.73 
3.82 
.68 
3.68 
.94 
3.79 
.78 
.43 .65 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.94 
.84 
3.64 
.86 
3.46 
1.26 
3.70 
1.00 
1.93 .15 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and Inservice 
training 
3.60 
.85 
3.24 
.97 
3.61 
.79 
3.48 
.88 
1.84 .16 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.23 
1.03 
3.15 
.83 
3.21 
.96 
3.20 
.94 
.06 .94 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.46 
.89 
3.12 
.77 
3.89 
.88 
3.18 
.87 
3.60 .03 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.51 
.85 
2.94 
.85 
3.50 
1.20 
3.31 
.99 
3.81 .03 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
3.28 
.81 
2.88 
.82 
3.32 
1.02 
3.15 
.90 
2.44 .09 
Standard of living 
In the community 
3.82 
.72 
3.47 
.86 
3.93 
.66 
3.73 
.77 
3.22 .04 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.80 
.76 
3.79 
.73 
3.39 
1.07 
3.68 
.86 
2.26 .11 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.88 
.54 
3.85 
.56 
4.18 
.61 
3.96 
.58 
3.00 .054 
Fringe benefits 
(Insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
3.91 
.75 
3.88 
.77 
3.39 
.79 
4.04 
.79 
4.14 .02 
Physical surroundings 3.50 
.99 
3.29 
1.00 
3.46 
1.23 
3.42 
1.00 
.35 .70 
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Table 37. (Continued) 
Year 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
Location of office 
SD*) 
3.83 
.79 
3.46 
.99 
3.50 
1.07 
3.61 
.95 
1.49 .23 
Parking facilities 3.63 
.97 
3.50 
1.21 
3.61 
1.07 
3.58 
1.08 
.14 .87 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.20 
.76 
4.06 
.78 
4.11 
.83 
4.12 
.78-
.29 .75 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
3.86 
.97 
3.59 
.93 
3.79 
.63 
3.74 
.87 
.87 .42 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.97 
.62 
3.52 
.71 
3.61 
.74 
3.71 
.71 
4.18 .02 
Relationships with 
clientele 
3.94 
.68 
4.03 
.72 
4.14 
.45 
4.03 
.64 
.76 .47 
Feelings about 
service 
3.73 
.76 
3.81 
.78 
3.04 
.69 
3.85 
.75 
1.35 .27 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.76 
.70 
3.69 
.74 
3.78 
.97 
3.74 
.79 
.11 .89 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's Internal 
communications 
3.27 
.88 
2.94 
.86 
3.00 
1.12 
3.07 
.95 
1.13 .33 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.29 
.87 
2.24 
.78 
2.43 
.92 
2.32 
.85 
.40 .67 
Content of job 3.66 
.84 
3.41 
.70 
3.57 
.79 
3.55 
.78 
.88 .42 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
2.46 
.92 
2.32 
1.12 
2.61 
.88 
2.45 
.98 
.64 .53 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.59 
.86 
3.06 
.86 
3.43 
.84 
3.36 
.87 
3.34 .04 
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Table 38. 1988 mean and standard deviation of multi-county Extension 
Home Economists by job satisfaction Indicator 
Job satisfaction Standard 
indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .79 .83 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .25 .84 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 3 .11 .83 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .46 .84 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3, .50 .92 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3, .96 .79 
New staff orientation 1, .00 .00 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3, .24 .89 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3. 83 .70 
Procedures for using electronic technology 2. 88 1.01 
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Table 39. Expressed level of respondent professional Inservlce needs 
for multi-county Extension Home Economists (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too Just Not 
much right enough Mean STD 
Inservice education N 3 24 1 1.93 .38 
opportunities % 10.7 85.7 3.6 
Required inservice 7 20 0 1.74 .45 
education 25.9 74.1 0.0 
Inservice for major 4 18 5 2.04 .59 
programs 14.8 66.7 18.5 
Administrative skills 1 8 14 2.57 .59 
(management etc.) 4.3 34.8 60.9 
Use of video 1 20 7 2.21 .50 
inservlce 3.6 71.4 25.0 
Use of satellite 0 8 17 2.68 .48 
inservice 0.0 32.0 68.0' 
Individual inservice 0 18 6 2.25 .44 
study packets 0.0 75.0 25.0 
Inservice by 4 16 6 2.08 .63 
teleconference 15.4 61.5 23.1 
Process skill 0 17 11 2.39 .50 
(teaching etc.) 0.0 60.07 39.3 
Inservice for area 0 0 0 0 .00 
specialists 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00 
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Table 40. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabllltles of 
single county Extension Home Economists by job satisfaction 
Indicator for the years 1976, 1980 and 1988 
Year 
F-
ratlo 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
N=30 N=33 N=40 
Importance and value 
of my work 
4.13 
.51 
4.00 
.56 
4.03 
.66 
4.05 
.58 
.46 .63 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.13 
.71 
4.09 
.91 
4.15 
.80 
4.12 
.81 
.05 .95 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.60 
.72 
3.64 
.86 
3.80 
.76 
3.69 
.78 
.67 .51 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.67 
.96 
3.64 
.86 
3.83 
.82 
3.72 
.87 
.50 .61 
Number of people met 
dally 
3.41 
.98 
3.67 
.82 
3.98 
.77 
3.71 
.87 
3.76 .03 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.60 
1.10 
4.00 
.90 
3.78 
1.05 
3.80 
1.02 
1.22 .30 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
3.87 
.73 
4.06 
.79 
4.15 
.77 
4.04 
.77 
1.20 .31 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
2.83 
.80 
2.59 
.95 
2.90 
.93 
2.78 
.90 
1.08 .34 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.40 
1.07 
3.90 
.89 
3.78 
1.00 
3.71 
1.06 
2.19 .12 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.90 
.92 
3.87 
.96 
3.53 
.91 
3.75 
.94 
1.88 .16 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.79 
.86 
3.83 
.91 
3.26 
1.02 
3.59 
.91 
4.12 .02 
yM " Mean. 
SD - Standard deviation 
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Table 40. (Continued) 
Year 
F-
ratlo 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
Amount of super- M*. 
vision received SD 
3.70 
.75 
3.72 
.89 
3.55 
.85 
3.65 
.83 
.45 .64 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.50 
.92 
3.61 
1.09 
3.64 
.81 
3.59 
.93 
.19 .82 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservlce 
training 
3.30 
1.02 
3.24 
1.00 
3.53 
1.11 
3.37 
1.05 
.75 .48 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
2.96 
.98 
3.23 
1.12 
3.20 
.97 
3.14 
1.02 
.59 .56 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.07 
1.07 
3.00 
1.03 
3.13 
.88 
3.07 
.98 
.15 .86 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.18 
1.02 
2.63 
1.04 
3.05 
1.20 
2.95 
1.11 
2.16 .12 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
2.90 
.88 
2.41 
.98 
3.05 
.90 
2.80 
.95 
4.56 .02 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.53 
.63 
3.30 
.73 
3.43 
.81 
3.42 
.73 
.77 .46 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.34 
.90 
3.85 
.67 
2.83 
1.04 
3.30 
.98 
11.98 .0001 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.90 
.56 
4.15 
.62 
4.25 
.59 
4.12 
.60 
3.10 .05 
Fringe benefits 
(Insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
3.87 
.86 
4.09 
.89 
4.38 
.59 
4.14 
.80 
3.75 .03 
Physical surroundings 3.17 
1.15 
3.15 
1.33 
3.70 
1.24 
3.37 
1.26 
2.32 .10 
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Table 40. (Continued) 
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Location of office M*. 
SD*) 
3.13 
1.01 
3.45 
1.28 
3.63 
1.25 
3.43 
1.20 
1.46 .24 
Parking facilities 3.67 
1.26 
3.61 
1.30 
3.70 
1.14 
3.54 
1.23 
1.13 .33 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
3.97 
.72 
4.27 
.67 
4.00 
.91 
4.08 
.79 
1.52 .22 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
3.87 
.97 
3.73 
.87 
3.48 
1.04 
3.67 
.97 
1.48 .23 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.53 
.78 
3.81 
.69 
3.50 
.82 
3.61 
.77 
1.67 .19 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.28 
.65 
4.18 
.64 
4.20 
.56 
4.22 
.61 
.20 .82 
Feelings about 
service 
3.67 
.76 
3.88 
.71 
3.75 
.84 
3.76 
.77 
.57 .57 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.60 
.86 
3.94 
.77 
3.88 
.79 
3.81 
.81 
1.53 .22 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
2.79 
.63 
3.09 
.89 
3.05 
.88 
2.99 
.82 
1.23 .30 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.63 
.76 
2.24 
.87 
2.20 
.94 
2.34 
.88 
2.44 .09 
Content of job 3.77 
.82 
3.85 
.76 
3.68 
.73 
3.76 
.76 
.47 .63 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.83 
.91 
4.06 
.70 
4.02 
.73 
3.98 
.78 
.77 .47 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.63 
.76 
3.91 
.77 
3.55 
.98 
3.69 
.86 
1.67 .19 
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Table 41. 1988 single county Extension Home Economists 
Job satisfaction Standard 
Indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 4 .03 .66 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .30 .85 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 3 .15 1 .00 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .48 1 .01 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .51 1 .14 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .85 .83 
New staff orientation 3 .10 1 .10 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .20 .83 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3 .67 .92 
Procedures for using electronic technology 3 .03 1 .09 
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Table 42. Expressed level of respondent professional inservlce needs 
of single county Extension Home Economists (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too 
much 
Just 
right 
Not 
enough Mean ST: 
Inservlce education 
opportunities 
N 
% 
4 
10.0 
35 
87.5 
1 
2.5 
1.93 .35 
Required Inservlce 
education 
11 
27.5 
29 
72.5 
0 
0.0 
1.73 .45 
Inservlce for major 
programs 
1 
2.5 
34 
85.0 
5 
12.5 
2.10 .38 
Administrative skills 
(management etc.) 
0 
0.0 
6 
21.4 
22 
78.6 
2.79 .42 
Use of video 
Inservlce 
3 
7.9 
23 
60.5 
12 
31.6 
2.24 .59 
Use of satellite 
inservlce 
3 
8.3 
11 
30.6 
22 
61.1 
2.53 .65 
Individual Inservlce 
study packets 
1 
3.3 
12 
40.0 
17 
56.7 
2.53 .57 
Inservice by 
teleconference 
7 
20.0 
17 
48.6 
11 
31.4 
2.11 .72 
Process skill 
(teaching etc.) 
1 
2.7 
19 
51.4 
17 
45.9 
2.43 .56 
Inservlce for area 
specialists 
0 
0.0 
1 
100.0 
0 
0.0 
2.00 .00 
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Table 43. Means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabllltles of 
4-H personnel by job satisfaction Indicator for the years 
1976, 1980 and 1988 
Year 
F-
ratlo 
F-
prob. Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total 
N=48 N=51 N=80 
Importance and value 
of my work 
4.02 
.84 
4.08 
.59 
4.03 
.76 
4.04 
.73 
.10 .90 
Challenge of present 
job 
3.92 
.85 
4.12 
.82 
4.09 
.86 
4.05 
.84 
.84 .43 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.52 
.90 
3.88 
.71 
3.74 
.98 
3.72 
.89 
2.08 .13 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.21 
.97 
3.39 
.96 
3.21 
1.14 
3.26 
1.05 
.55 .58 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.63 
.91 
3.63 
.87 
3.91 
.87 
3.75 
.89 
2.32 .10 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.60 
1.07 
3.94 
1.05 
3.83 
1.06 
3.80 
1.06 
1.30 .28 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
3.83 
1.00 
4.18 
.74 
4.00 
.84 
4.01 
.86 
1.97 .14 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
2.61 
.93 
2.86 
.76 
2.89 
1.06 
2.80 
.95 
1.34 .27 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.60 
1.05 
3.82 
1.02 
3.86 
.94 
3.78 
.99 
1.07 .35 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
4.08 
.94 
4.04 
.94 
3.83 
.95 
3.96 
.95 
1.40 .25 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.85 
.88 
3.76 
.87 
3.58 
1.05 
3.70 
.96 
1.36 .26 
fx " Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation 
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Table 43. (Continued) 
JÎSâS F- F-
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Amount of super- M®, 
vision received SD 
3.79 
.87 
3.61 
.90 
3.74 
.99 
3.72 
.93 
.52 .60 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.44 
.94 
3.48 
.86 
3.55 
.96 
3.50 
.93 
.24 .79 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservlce 
training 
2.98 
1.16 
2.96 
1.25 
3.05 
1.12 
3.01 
1.16 
.11 .90 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.24 
1.13 
2.92 
1.03 
3.11 
1.11 
3.09 
1.10 
1.04 .36 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.20 
.92 
2.98 
1.02 
2.99 
1.04 
3.04 
1.00 
.77 .46 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.44 
.90 
2.74 
1,07 
3.14 
1.14 
3.11 
1.09 
5.41 .005 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
3.06 
.89 
2.65 
1.10 
2.99 
1.05 
2.91 
1.03 
.2.36 .10 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.54 
.77 
3.36 
.78 
3.51 
.89 
3.48 
.82 
.72 .49 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.38 
1.01 
3.69 
.84 
3.28 
.99 
3.42 
.97 
2.93 .06 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.72 
.54 
3.90 
.73 
4.06 
.62 
3.93 
.65 
4.34 .014 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
3.92 
.85 
4.02 
.88 
4.50 
.55 
4.21 
.78 
11.57 .0001 
Physical surroundings 3.25 3.33 3.66 3.46 2.40 .09 
1.19 1.19 1.07 1.15 
162 
Table 43. (Continued) 
-ÏSSÏ F- F-
Indicator 1976 1980 1988 Total ratio prob. 
Location of office 
SD^  
3.52 
1.15 
3.49 
1.01 
3.74 
1.03 
3.61 
1.06 
.08 .34 
Parking facilities 3.60 
1.24 
3.51 
1.01 
3.76 
.96 
3.65 
1.05 
.97 .38 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
3.90 
.83 
3.84 
.99 
4.09 
.83 
3.97 
.88 
1.42 .24 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
3.83 
.99 
3.61 
1.17 
3.77 
1.14 
3.74 
1.11 
.56 .57 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.63 
.84 
3.65 
.81 
3.80 
.88 
3.71 
.85 
.80 .45 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.17 
.70 
4.04 
.72 
4.03 
.66 
4.07 
.69 
.72 .49 
Feelings about 
service 
3.68 
.84 
3.84 
.70 
3.83 
.81 
3.79 
.79 
.65 .53 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.57 
.97 
3.77 
.86 
3.70 
1.00 
3.68 
.95 
.51 .60 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
2.87 
.80 
3.09 
1.04 
3.12 
.84 
3.04 
.89 
1.14 .32 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.38 
1.15 
2.22 
1.06 
2.18 
.87 
2.24 
1.00 
.66 .52 
Content of job 3.21 
.90 
3.57 
.88 
3.43 
1.06 
3.41 
.97 
1.75 .18 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.34 
1.07 
3.33 
1.07 
3.55 
1.07 
3.43 
1.07 
.88 .42 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
2.93 
1.12 
3.50 
1.02 
3.39 
.89 
3.30 
1.01 
4.43 .013 
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Table 44. Means and standard deviations by job satisfaction for 1988 
4-H personnel 
Job satisfaction Standard 
indicator Mean deviation 
The major programs for 1988-91 reflect current 
needs of clientele 3 .80 .80 
Progress being made in marketing Extension programs 3 .35 .79 
Progress being made in marketing the Extension 
organization 3 .33 .89 
Opportunity to cooperate with other staff on 
program efforts 3 .68 .85 
Electronic technology available for program delivery 3 .74 .71 
Understanding of job responsibilities 3 .66 .87 
New staff orientation 2 .69 1.11 
Emphasis being put on volunteer development 3 .22 .83 
Emphasis being put on leadership development 3 .38 .80 
Procedures for using electronic technology 3 .26 .80 
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Table 45. Expressed level of respondent professional inservice needs 
for 4-H personnel (1988 respondents) 
Level of need 
Too Just Not 
much right enough Mean STD 
Inservlce education N 11 59 8 1.96 .50 
opportunities % 14.1 75.6 10.3 
Required inservlce 36 42 1 1.56 .53 
education 45.6 53.2 1.3 
Inservlce for major 4 46 23 2.26 .55 
programs 5.5 63.0 31.5 
Administrative skills 5 28 34 2.43 .63 
(management etc.) 7.5 41.8 50.7 
Use of video 3 38 30 2.38 .57 
inservice 4.2 53.5 42.3 
Use of satellite 5 16 47 2.62 .62 
inservice 7.4 23.5 69.1 
Individual inservice 4 22 34 2.50 .62 
study packets 6.7 36.7 56.7 
Inservice by 9 34 26 2.25 .67 
teleconference 13.0 49.3 37.7 
Process skill 0 36 38 2.51 .50 
(teaching etc.) 0.0 48.6 51.4 
Inservice for area 0 4 1 2.20 .45 
specialists 0.0 80.0 20.0 
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Table 46. 1988 means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabllitles 
by job satisfaction Indicators for position of agriculture 
and 4-H and Extension Home Economics and 4-H 
Position 
Indicator 
Agric. 
& 4-H 
EHE 6> 
4-H Total 
F-
ratio 
F-
prob. 
N-16 N=9 
Importance and value 
of my work 
4.13 
SD .81 
4.00 
.50 
4.08 
.70 
.18 .68 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.06 
1.06 
4.11 
.60 
4.08 
.91 
.02 .90 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.44 
1.21 
4.11 
.60 
3.68 
1.07 
2.42 .13 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.56 
1.09 
3.89 
.91 
3.68 
1.03 
.57 .46 
Number of people met 
dally 
4.06 
.68 
4.22 
.83 
4.12 
.73 
.27 .61 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in dally work 
4.00 
.89 
3.44 
1.13 
3.80 
1.00 
1.84 .19 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
4.06 
.85 
3.89 
.78 
4.00 
.82 
.25 .62 
Opportunity to advance 
in tlhs organization 
3.07 
1.03 
3.22 
.67 
3.13 
.90 
.16 .69 
Opportunity for creative 
programming in present 
job 
4.00 
.73 
3.44 
1.01 
3.80 
.87 
2.52 .13 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.81 
.91 
3.78 
.67 
3.80 
.82 
.01 .92 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.63 
1.20 
3.44 
1.01 
3.56 
1.12 
.14 .71 
yM " Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 46. (Continued) 
Position 
Agrlc. EHE & F- F-
Indlcator & 4-H 4-H Total ratio prob. 
Amount of super- M*. 
vision received SD 
3.88 
.89 
3.56 
.51 
3.76 
.78 
.97 .34 
Amount of encouragement 
for self-development 
received 
3.50 
.89 
3.63 
.74 
3.54 
.83 
.12 .74 
Adequacy of orientation 
and Inservice training 
3.13 
1.09 
3.44 
1.23 
3.24 
1.13 
.45 .51 
Adequacy of performance 
evaluation 
3.13 
1.03 
3.00 
.87 
3.08 
1.95 
.10 .76 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job well 
done 
2.94 
.93 
3.33 
.50 
3.08 
.81 
1.39 .25 
Feelings about salary 
progress 
2.69 
1.30 
2.89 
.60 
2.76 
1.09 
.19 .67 
Salary compared to those 
In similar fields of work 
2.38 
1.02 
3.22 
.67 
2.68 
.99 
4.93 .04 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.13 
1.02 
3.56 
.88 
3.28 
.98 
1.12 .30 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.31 
.87 
3.11 
1.17 
3.24 
.97 
.24 .63 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.94 
.68 
4.33 
.50 
4.08 
.64 
2.32 .14 
Fringe benefits (insur­
ance, retirement, etc.) 
4.31 
.60 
4.56 
.53 
4.40 
.58 
1.02 .32 
Physical surroundings 4.25 
.77 
3.33 
1.58 
3.92 
1.19 
3.84 .06 
Location of office 4.00 
.97 
3.89 
1.27 
3.96 
1.06 
.06 .81 
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Table 46. (Continued) 
Position 
Agric. EHE & F- F-
Indicator & 4-H 4-H Total ratio prob. 
Parking facilities M*. 
SD 
3.81 
.91 
4.11 
1.05 
3.92 
.95 
.55 .46 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.06 
.93 
4.11 
1.05 
4.08 
.95 
.01 .91 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
4.00 
1.15 
4.00 
1.00 
4.00 
1.08 
.00 1.00 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.69 
1.25 
3.67 
.87 
3.68 
1.10 
.002 .97 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.25 
.45 
4.00 
.50 
4.16 
.47 
1.66 .21 
Feelings about 
service 
3.69 
.87 
4.00 
.71 
3.80 
.82 
.84 .37 
The organization's atti­
tude regarding human 
dignity 
3.50 
1.26 
3.67 
.71 
3.56 
1.08 
.13 .72 
Adequacy of organization's 
internal communications 
2.94 
.93 
3.22 
.67 
3.04 
.84 
.65 .43 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.31 
.79 
2.44 
1.13 
2.36 
.91 
.12 .74 
Content of job 3.00 
1.10 
3.78 
.67 
3.28 
1.02 
3.72 .07 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
4.00 
.52 
4.22 
.44 
4.08 
.49 
1.18 .29 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.88 
.62 
3.44 
.73 
3.72 
.68 
2.46 .13 
The major programs for 1988-
91 reflect current needs of 
clientele 
3.75 
.77 
4.22 
.67 
3.92 
.76 
2.35 .14 
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Table 46. (Continued) 
Position 
Agrlc. EHE & F- F-
Indlcator & 4-H 4-H Total ratio prob. 
Progress being made In 
marketing Extension SD 
programs 
3.44 
.89 
3.67 
.71 
3.52 
.82 
.44 .52 
Progress being made In 
marketing the Extension 
Organization 
3.50 
.82 
3.67 
1.00 
3.56 
.87 
.20 .66 
Opportunity to cooperate 
with other staff on program 
efforts 
3.94 
.77 
3.67 
1.12 
3.84 
.90 
.51 .48 
Electronic technology 
available for program 
delivery 
3.69 
.48 
4.11 
.93 
3.84 
.69 
2.30 .14 
Understanding of ray job 
responsibilities 
3.44 
.73 
3.78 
.97 
3.56 
.82 
.99 .33 
New Staff Orientation 2.00 
1.15 
3.00 
1.73 
2.43 
1.40 
.86 .40 
Emphasis being put on 
volunteer development 
3.29 
.73 
3.56 
.73 
3.39 
.72 
.76 .39 
Emphasis being put on 
leadership development 
3.46 
.52 
3.78 
.83 
3.59 
.67 
1.21 .28 
Procedures for using 
electronic technology 
3.40 
.63 
3.33 
1.22 
3.30 
.88 
.03 .86 
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Table 47. 1988 means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabllities 
by job satisfaction indicator for years of Extension 
Experience 
Years of extension experience 
Indicator 0-3 4-9 10-20 21-30 >30 Total 
f — r — 
ratio prob 
N=87 N-102 N=147 N=39 N-27 
Importance and value M®. 
of my work SD 
4.15 
.65 
3.96 
.86 
3.17 
.73 
4.41 
.55 
4.26 
.76 
4.14 
.74 
3.09 .02 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.23 
.73 
4.14 
.81 
4.16 
.77 
4.23 
.78 
4.22 
.75 
4.18 
.77 
.26 .90 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.79 
.95 
3.49 
1.15 
3.61 
1.05 
3.74 
.88 
3.44 
.97 
3.62 
1.03 
1.35 .25 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.45 
1.07 
3.39 
.95 
3.70 
1.02 
3.79 
.80 
4.07 
.87 
3.60 
1.00 
3.95 .004 
Number of people met 
daily 
-3.70 
.92 
3.75 
.75 
4.03 
.77 
3.82 
.68 
4.15 
.86 
3.88 
.81 
3.80 .005 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.95 
1.03 
3.72 
1.07 
3.96 
.96 
4.03 
.71 
3.93 
.96 
3.90 
.98 
1.26 .28 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
4.16 
.83 
3.79 
1.07 
4.05 
.87 
3.95 
.79 
3.93 
.83 
3.99 
.91 
2.16 .07 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
3.07 
.99 
2.66 
1.07 
2.79 
1.08 
3.21 
.98 
3.22 
1.22 
2.89 
1.07 
3.70 .006 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.93 
.90 
3.64 
1.10 
3.88 
.96 
3.92 
.74 
3.81 
.94 
3.83 
.97 
1.47 .21 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.75 
1.04 
3.39 
1.20 
3.61 
1.12 
3.92 
.98 
3.74 
.94 
3.62 
1.11 
2.21 .07 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.55 
1.04 
3.25 
1.16 
3.46 
1.11 
3.92 
.87 
3.73 
.96 
3.49 
1.09 
3.22 .012 
yM " Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
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Table 47. (Continued) 
Years of extension experience 
Indicator 0-3 4-9 10-20 21-30 >30 
f — r— 
Total ratio prob. 
Amount of super­
vision received 
M\ 3.67 
SD° 1.00 
3.41 
1.08 
3.71 
.91 
3.94 
.76 
3.85 
.72 
3.66 
.96 
3.01 .02 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.51 
.93 
3.21 
1.24 
3.33 
1.11 
3.59 
.79 
3.56 
.93 
3.38 
1.07 
1.61 .17 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and Inservice 
training 
2.82 
1.01 
3.27 
1.04 
3.48 
.95 
3.70 
.85 
3.85 
.72 
3.33 
1.01 
10.54 .0001 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
2.90 
.92 
2.81 
1.22 
2.92 
1.10 
3.38 
.85 
3.04 
1.09 
2.94 
1.08 
2.13 .08 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.09 
.91 
2.78 
1.17 
2.95 
1.06 
3.38 
.96 
3.19 
1.14 
3.00 
1.07 
2.81 .03 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.13 
.97 
3.03 
1.30 
3.14 
1.20 
3.49 
1.05 
3.19 
1.27 
3.14 
1.17 
1.09 .36 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
2.99 
.92 
2.91 
1.09 
2.91 
1.16 
3.21 
.87 
3.08 
1.22 
2.97 
1.07 
.74 .57 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.33 
.84 
3.46 
.92 
3.63 
.87 
3.69 
.89 
3.63 
1.04 
3.53 
.90 
2.04 .09 
The degree of security 
in the position 
2.83 
1.00 
3.15 
1.04 
3.46 
.97 
4.00 
.79 
4.07 
.87 
3.34 
1.04 
15.96 .0001 
Performance and 
capability in job 
4.11 
.56 
4.07 
.72 
4.18 
.65 
4.03 
.49 
4.22 
.58 
4.13 
.63 
.92 .45 
Fringe benefits 
(Insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
4.44 
.66 
4.25 
.71 
4.19 
.70 
4.18 
.64 
4.22 
.64 
4.26 
.69 
1.98 .10 
Physical surroundings 3.29 3.36 
1 .28  1 .20  
1.56 3.74 4.15 3.51 3.75 .005 
1.13 .79 .97 1.16 
171 
Table 47. (Continued) 
Years of extension experience 
Indicator 0-3 4-9 10-20 21-30 >30 Total ratio prob. 
Location of office M*. 
SD^  
3.44 
1.22 
3.52 
1.12 
3.70 
1.13 
3.67 
.96 
4.22 
.97 
3.63 
1.13 
2.93 .02 
Parking facilities 3.25 
1.21 
3.20 
1.22 
3.61 
1.26 
3.64 
.74 
4.07 
1.11 
3.46 
1.21 
4.49 .002 
Feelings about com­
munity (of residence) 
4.05 
.87 
3.90 
.93 
4.09 
.88 
3.97 
.84 
4.48 
.64 
4.05 
.88 
2.53 .04 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
3.81 
.99 
3.59 
1.04 
3.90 
.87 
4.13 
.77 
4.30 
.61 
3.85 
.94 
4.72 .001 
Relationships with Ex­
tension Administration 
(other than supervisor) 
3.64 
.88 
3.56 
.93 
3.71 
.89 
3.90 
.79 
3.89 
1.01 
3.69 
.90 
1.47 .21 
Relationships with 
clientele 
3.91 
.62 
4.03 
.73 
4.12 
.62 
4.13 
.61 
4.33 
.55 
4.07 
.65 
3.14 .014 
Feelings about 
service 
3.90 
.66 
3.80 
.88 
3.79 
.86 
3.84 
.72 
3.78 
.97 
3.82 
.82 
.34 .85 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.94 
.75 
3.75 
.97 
3.64 
.95 
3.97 
.71 
4.00 
.89 
3.79 
.90 
2.51 .04 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's Internal 
communications 
3.06 
.78 
2.84 
.99 
3.01 
.91 
3.23 
.84 
3.33 
.83 
3.02 
.90 
2.40 .05 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.68 
.93 
2.33 
.91 
2.50 
1.01 
2.74 
.91 
2.96 
.85 
2.55 
.96 
3.60 .007 
Content of job 3.72 
.86 
3.69 
.97 
3.70 
.89 
3.62 
.85 
3.81 
.77 
3.70 
.89 
.22 .93 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.64 
1.10 
3.51 
1.04 
3.48 
1.07 
3.64 
1.11 
4.23 
.59 
3.59 
1.06 
3.08 .02 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.51 
.96 
3.21 
1.00 
3.07 
1.00 
3.49 
.76 
3.81 
.74 
3.29 
.98 
5.74 .0002 
172 
Table 47. (Continued) 
Years of extension experience 
Indicator 0-3 4-9 10-20 21-30 >30 Total 
F" F" 
ratio prob. 
The major programs M®. 
for 1988-91 reflect SD 
current needs of 
clientele 
3.75 
.75 
3.56 
.87 
3.64 
1.00 
3.82 
.68 
3.81 
.88 
3.67 
.88 
1.04 .39 
Progress being made 
in marketing Exten­
sion programs 
3.18 
.86 
3.06 
.89 
3.06 
.89 
3.21 
.77 
3.30 
.78 
3.12 
.86 
.75 .56 
Progress being made in 
marketing the Extension 
Organization 
3.14 
.88 
2.92 
.91 
3.01 
.93 
3.21 
.84 
3.30 
.78 
3.06 
.90 
1.61 .17 
Opportunity to cooperate 
with other staff on 
program efforts 
3.57 
.80 
3.35 
.98 
3.50 
.84 
3.74 
.82 
3.86 
.86 
3.53 
.88 
2.72 .03 
Electronic technology 
available for program 
delivery 
3.41 
1.05 
3.49 
1.01 
3.43 
1.02 
3.77 
.58 
3.81 
.81 
3.50 
.98 
1.79 .13 
Understanding of my job 
responsibilities 
3.59 
.91 
3.71 
.91 
3.90 
.79 
3.03 
.63 
4.22 
.64 
3.82 
.84 
4.89 .0008 
New Staff Orientation 2.61 
1.04 
3.00 
1.33 
2.64 
.74 
0.00 
0.00 
3.50 
2.12 
2.72 
1.09 
.97 .41 
Emphasis being put on 
volunteer development 
3.19 
.79 
3.08 
.90 
3.30 
.85 
3.68 
.75 
3.77 
.73 
3.28 
.85 
3.21 .013 
Emphasis being put on 
leadership development 
3.31 
.84 
3.47 
.97 
3.60 
.81 
3.81 
.74 
3.82 
.73 
3.55 
.85 
2.56 .04 
Procedures for using 
electronic technology 
2.97 
.99 
3.01 
.96 
2.98 
1.00 
2.94 
.89 
3.42 
.72 
3.02 
.96 
1.16 .33 
173 
Table 48. 1988 means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabllitles 
by job satisfaction indicator for age of personnel 
Indicator <30 30-39 40-49 >50 Total ratio prob. 
N= 34 139 121 111 
Importance and value 
of my work SD 
3.91 
.77 
4.01 
.78 
4.23 
.69 
4.27 
.69 
4.14 
.74 
4.48 .004 
Challenge of present 
job 
4.15 
.70 
4.14 
.79 
4.25 
.77 
4.15 
.78 
4.17 
.77 
.51 .67 
Degree of authority 
and/or responsibility 
3.82 
.94 
3.54 
1.06 
3.69 
1.06 
3.56 
1.03 
3.62 
1.04 
1.01 .39 
Prestige of current 
position 
3.24 
.97 
3.43 
1.08 
3.64 
.96 
3.84 
.91 
3.60 
1.01 
4.97 .002 
Number of people met 
daily 
3.58 
.82 
3.86 
.86 
3.88 
.77 
3.97 
.77 
3.87 
.81 
2.00 .11 
Opportunity for cre­
ativity in daily work 
3.82 
1.03 
3.74 
1.14 
3.97 
.89 
3.04 
.84 
3.90 
.99 
2.18 .09 
Freedom to choose 
own methods 
3.88 
.77 
3.94 
1.01 
4.06 
.92 
3.99 
.84 
3.98 
.92 
.53 .66 
Opportunity to 
advance in this 
organization 
2.88 
1.07 
2.73 
1.06 
2.98 
1.06 
2.97 
1.11 
2.88 
1.08 
1.46 .22 
Opportunity for cre­
ative programming 
in present job 
3.68 
1.09 
3.71 
1.08 
3.93 
.83 
3.89 
".91 
3.82 
.97 
1.58 .19 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion 
of business 
3.76 
1.13 
3.46 
1.14 
3.69 
1.09 
3.70 
1.05 
3.62 
1.10 
1.56 .20 
Accessibility of super­
visor for discussion of 
personal problems 
3.38 
1.23 
3.40 
1.01 
3.42 
1.23 
3.72 
.95 
3.49 
1.09 
2.19 .09 
yM " Mean. 
SD " Standard deviation. 
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Table 48. (Continued) 
Age 
F- F-
Indicator <30 30-39 40-49 >50 Total ratio prob. 
Amount of super­
vision received 
3.62 
SD° .99 
3.50 
1.03 
3.74 
.95 
3.77 
.89 
3.65 
.97 
1.92 .13 
Amount of encourage­
ment for self-
development received 
3.52 
1.09 
3.30 
1.09 
3.46 
1.06 
3.32 
1.06 
3.37 
1.07 
.74 .53 
Adequacy of orienta­
tion and inservice 
training 
2.88 
1.09 
3.08 
1.10 
3.34 
.87 
3.74 
.85 
3.32 
1.01 
11.77 .0001 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.26 
.93 
2.74 
1.09 
2.91 
1.12 
3.12 
1.04 
2.94 
1.08 
3.68 .012 
Degree of recognition 
received for a job 
well done 
3.15 
1.05 
2.80 
1.05 
3.06 
1.07 
3.13 
1.09 
3.00 
1.07 
2.51 .06 
Feelings about 
salary progress 
3.09 
.96 
3.05 
1.21 
3.18 
1.17 
3.22 
1.19 
3.14 
1.17 
.50 .68 
Salary compared to 
those in similar 
fields of work 
3.26 
.93 
2.93 
1.11 
2.88 
1.08 
3.00 
1.05 
2.96 
1.07 
1.19 .31 
Standard of living 
in the community 
3.47 
.86 
3.42 
.96 
3.53 
.80 
3.68 
.91 
3.53 
.89 
1.69 .17 
The degree of security 
in the position 
3.21 
1.01 
3.08 
1.04 
3.28 
.99 
3.77 
1.00 
3.34 
1.04 
10.03 .0001 
Performance and 
capability in job 
3.94 
.74 
4.12 
.65 
4.17 
.64 
4.12 
.56 
4.12 
.63 
1.20 .31 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, retire­
ment, etc.) 
4.41 
.66 
4.33 
.70 
4.16 
.70 
4.23 
.64 
2.26 
.69 
2.06 .10 
Physical surround­
ings 
3.18 
1.19 
3.35 
1.25 
3.44 
1.16 
3.89 
.93 
3.51 
1.16 
6.20 .0004 
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Table 48. (Continued) 
Age 
———— F— F— 
Indicator <30 30-39 40-49 >50 Total ratio prob. 
Location of 3.38 3 .45 3 .59 3.98 3 .63 5 .62 .0009 
office SD 1.21 1 .13 1 .14 1.02 1 .13 
Parking facilities 3.47 3 .21 3 .36 3.84 3 .45 6 .03 .0005 
1.16 1 .26 1 .20 1.09 1 .21 
Feelings about com­ 3.94 3 .98 3 .03 4.20 4 .05 1, .56 
o
 
C
M
 
munity (of residence) .85 .94 .89 .77 .88 
Relationships with 3.56 3, .65 3 .96 4.08 3 .85 6, .32 .0003 
co-workers 1.08 .95 .97 .74 .93 
Relationships with Ex­ 3.53 3, ,58 3 .67 3.86 3, .68 2. 53 .06 
tension Administration .86 ,89 .90 .91 ,90 
(other than supervisor) 
Relationships with 
clientele 
3.94 
.60 
3.97 
.68 
4.07 
.66 
4.24 
.59 
4.07 
.65 
4.23 .006 
Feelings about 
service 
3.79 
.69 
3.86 
.84 
3.76 
.80 
3.84 
.84 
3.82 
.82 
.38 .77 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.82 
.83 
3.68 
.92 
3.79 
.87 
3.90 
.90 
3.79 
.89 
1.25 .29 
Adequacy of organiza­
tion's internal 
communications 
2.97 
.94 
2.89 
.95 
2.98 
.83 
3.26 
.86 
3.02 
.90 
3.92 .009 
The amount of time and 
work necessary to do job 
2.38 
1.04 
2.36 
.97 
2.52 
.90 
2.85 
.92 
2.54 
.96 
5.99 .0005 
Content of job 3.62 
.95 
3.62 
.91 
3.78 
.90 
3.74 
.83 
3.70 
.89 
.84 .47 
Size of geographical 
area that served 
3.44 
1.08 
3.45 
1.12 
3.63 
1.04 
3.75 
.98 
3.59 
1.06 
1.96 .12 
The amount of resource 
support I receive 
3.24 
.99 
3.14 
1.06 
3.28 
.94 
3.50 
.87 
3.29 
.98 
2.98 .03 
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Table 48. (Continued) 
JSË-
—————— F— F— 
Indicator <30 30-39 40-49 >50 Total ratio prob. 
The major programs M , 
for 1988-91 reflect SD 
.current needs of 
clientele 
3.68 
.64 
3.55 
.91 
3.73 
.94 
3.75 
.82 
3.67 
.88 
1.24 2.90 
Progress being made 
In marketing Exten­
sion programs 
3.18 
.81 
3.04 
.90 
3.15 
.84 
3.14 
.85 
3.11 
.86 
.47 .70 
Progress being made 
marketing the Exten­
sion Organization 
3.21 
.88 
2.96 
.95 
3.08 
.90 
3.10 
.82 
3.05 
.90 
.99 .40 
Opportunity to cooper­
ate with other staff 
on program efforts 
3.56 
.70 
3.39 
.91 
3.61 
.90 
3.60 
.83 
3.53 
.88 
1.82 .14 
Electronic technology 
available for program 
delivery 
3.44 
1.11 
3.39 
1.03 
3.46 
1.02 
3.70 
.81 
3.50 
.98 
2.22 .09 
Understanding of my job 
responsibilities 
3.50 
.86 
3.64 
.95 
3.90 
.79 
4.04 
.65 
3.81 
.84 
6.95 .0001 
New Staff Orientation 2.56 
1.15 
2.55 
1.13 
2.91 
.95 
3.29 
1.11 
2.70 
1.10 
1.35 .26 
Emphasis being put on 
volunteer development 
2.86 
.94 
3.17 
.87 
3.29 
.79 
3.57 
.74 
3.28 
.85 
4.78 .003 
Emphasis being put on 
leadership development 
3.35 
1.13 
3.40 
.88 
3.53 
.84 
3.77 
.73 
3.54 
.86 
3.38 .02 
Procedures for using 
electronic technology 
3.00 
.96 
3.90 
.94 
2.93 
1.05 
3.24 
.85 
3.01 
.96 
2.64 .05 
Table 49. 1988 means, standard deviations, F-values and F-probabilities of extension personnel 
by job satisfaction indicator for location 
Location F-
Indicator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Factor F-
mean value 
N=44 N=39 N=29 N=36 N=33 N=42 N=36 N=133 
Importance and 4.09 4.80 4.03 4.20 4.28 4.07 4.28 4.12 4.14 .58 
value of my work SD^  .56 .77 .94 .63 .58 .75 .66 .82 .74 
Challenge of 4.14 4.13 4.11 4.00 4.33 4.24 3.39 4.14 4.17 1.02 
present job .85 .77 .79 .79 .65 .69 .64 .81 .77 
Degree of authority 3.60 3.49 3.57 3.81 3.88 3.57 3.47 3.57 3.61 .71 
and/or responsi­ .97 1.00 1.03 .92 .82 1.13 1.11 1.10 1.03 
bility 
Prestige of cur­ 3.50 3.62 3.59 3.89 3.59 3.48 3.72 3.48 3.57 
00 00 
rent position .90 1.14 1.02 .95 .95 .99 1.14 1.00 1.01 
Number of people 3.84 3.95 4.10 4.00 3.94 4.07 3.97 3.67 3.87 2.21 
met daily .78 .65 .82 .59 .75 .84 .88 .89 .81 
Opportunity for 3.82 4.03 4.83 3.83 4.27 3.98 3.72 3.80 3.90 1.31 
creativity in 1.02 .84 1.15 .81 .67 .84 1.14 1.06 .98 
daily work 
Freedom to choose 3.82 3.97 3.86 3.92 4.12 3.93 4.17 3.99 3.97 .62 
own methods .97 .93 1.03 .87 .78 1.05 .61 .96 .92 
Opportunity to 2.86 2.69 2.90 2.83 3.12 2.76 2.77 2.93 2.87 .59 
advance in this .95 1.13 .90 1.16 .89 .99 1.09 1.15 1.07 
organization 
Location numbers are: 1 
5 = Southeast, 6 = Northwest, 7 
= Mean. 
S^D = Standard deviation. 
= Southwest, 2 = East central, 3 = Central, 4 = North central, 
= Northeast, 8 = State or university. 
Table 49. (Continued) 
Location® F-
Indicator 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Factor 
mean 
F- proba-
value bility 
Opportunity for 
creative program- SD 
ming in present 
job 
3.75 
.97 
3.82 
.97 
3.93 
1.16 
3.77 
.87 
4.15 
.83 
4.00 
.83 
3.86 
.93 
3.71 
1.03 
3.83 
.97 
1.09 .37 
Accessibility of 
supervisor for 
discussion of 
business 
3.93 
.93 
3.33 
1.15 
3.90 
.90 
3.89 
.92 
4.18 
.92 
3.50 
1.09 
3.06 
1.12 
3.53 
1.17 
3.62 
1.10 
4.50 .0001 
Accessibility of 
supervisor for 
discussion of 
personal problems 
3.56 
1.08 
3.15 
1.01 
3.69 
1.07 
3.75 
.91 
4.06 
.83 
3.27 
1.14 
3.31 
1.14 
3.44 
1.12 
3.50 
1.08 
2.83 .007 
Amount of super­
vision received 
3.75 
.78 
3.44 
1.12 
3.76 
.79 
4.00 
.59 
4.00 
.79 
3.33 
1.05 
3.19 
1.19 
3.67 
.97 
3.64 
.97 
3.65 .0008 
Amount of encour­
agement for self-
development 
received 
3.37 
.98 
3.37 
1.05 
3.62 
1.08 
3.81 
.89 
3.73 
.91 
2.98 
1.02 
3.39 
1.13 
3.20 
1.13 
3.56 
1.07 
3.01 .004 
Adequacy of 
orientation and 
inservice training 
3.41 
1.04 
3.38 
.98 
3.41 
1.15 
3.47 
.94 
3.73 
.80 
3.02 
1.07 
3.39 
1.02 
3.19 
.99 
3.32 
1.01 
1.87 .07 
Adequacy of per­
formance evaluation 
3.14 
1.05 
2.77 
1.22 
3.14 
1.19 
3.69 
.71 
3.42 
.90 
2.81 
1.02 
2.49 
.98 
2.66 
1.06 
2.92 
1.09 
6.67 .0001 
Degree of recogni­
tion received for 
job well done 
3.11 
1.10 
2.74 
1.12 
2.86 
1.19 
3.58 
.97 
3.18 
.81 
2.69 
.95 
3.00 
1.10 
2.89 
1.09 
2.98 
1.07 
2.86 .006 
Table 49. (Continued) 
Location^  F-
Indicator 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Factor 
mean 
F- proba-
value bility 
Feelings about 
salary progress SD^  
2.27 
1.15 
2.85 
1.31 
3.10 
1.21 
3.58 
.94 
3.33 
1.02 
2.88 
1.24 
3.06 
1.22 
3.12 
1.15 
3.14 
1.17 
1.66 .12 
Salary compared 
to those in simi­
lar fields of 
work 
2.93 
.99 
2.63 
1.17 
2.90 
1.14 
3.28 
.94 
3.15 
.91 
2.80 
.95 
3.03 
1.11 
2.97 
1.13 
2.96 
1.07 
1.29 .26 
Standard of liv­
ing in the com­
munity 
3.45 
.93 
3.36 
.90 
3.79 
.68 
3.61 
.99 
3.42 
.75 
3.45 
.74 
3.67 
.96 
3.52 
.94 
3.52 
.89 
.89 .52 
The degree of 
security in the 
position 
3.16 
1.03 
3.26 
1.04 
3.45 
.99 
3.25 
.87 
3.33 
1.05 
3.07 
.95 
3.75 
.84 
3.35 
1.12 
3.32 
1.03 
1.54 .15 
Performance and 
capability in job 
4.00 
.48 
4.08 
.58 
4.17 
.66 
3.94 
.63 
4.21 
.55 
4.07 
.71 
4.22 
.59 
4.17 
.68 
4.12 
.63 
1.09 .37 
Fringe benefits 
(insurance, re­
tirement, etc.) 
4.23 
.60 
4.28 
.69 
4.34 
.55 
4.33 
.63 
4.06 
.83 
4.48 
.63 
4.34 
.73 
4.20 
.69 
4.26 
.68 
1.37 .22 
Physical surround­
ings 
3.66 
1.10 
3.15 
1.37 
3.72 
1.13 
3.72 
.97 
3.79 
.96 
3.67 
1.16 
3.67 
.98 
3.23 
1.23 
3.49 
1.17 
2.47 .02 
Location of 
office 
3.61 
1.20 
3.38 
1.33 
3.93 
.96 
3.61 
1.05 
3.85 
1.00 
3.62 
1.13 
3.64 
1.13 
3.57 
1.16 
3.62 
1.14 
.77 .61 
Parking 
facilities 
3.89 
.89 
3.79 
.98 
3.83 
1.20 
3.69 
1.01 
3.91 
.98 
3.64 
1.08 
3.86 
.87 
2.67 
1.27 
3.42 
1.21 
13.39 .0001 
Table 49. (Continued) 
Location® F-
Indicator 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Factor 
mean 
F- proba-
value bility 
Feelings about 
community (of SD^  
residence) 
3.86 
.90 
4.05 
.79 
4.28 
.96 
4.08 
.94 
4.03 
.64 
3.81 
1.06 
4.16 
.88 
4.07 
.85 
4.04 
.88 
1.10 .36 
Relationships with 
co-workers 
3.86 
.80 
3.42 
1.11 
3.93 
.98 
3.74 
1.22 
4.09 
.63 
3.83 
.85 
3.86 
.96 
3.95 
.86 
3.86 
.93 
1.85 .08 
Relationships with 
Extension Adminis­
tration (other 
than supervisor) 
3.59 
.92 
3.67 
.96 
4.00 
.76 
3.72 
.74 
3.91 
.58 
3.50 
.97 
3.86 
.64 
3.56 
1.01 
3.67 
.90 
1.70 .11 
Relationships with 
clientele 
4.02 
.59 
4.18 
.56 
4.31 
.66 
4.08 
.55 
4.15 
.57 
4.05 
.66 
4.14 
.68 
3.94 
.72 
4.06 
.65 
1.65 .12 
Feelings about 
service 
3.74 
.73 
3.90 
.79 
3.90 
.90 
3.69 
.82 
4.18 
.58 
3.74 
.83 
4.11 
.62 
3.70 
.89 
3.82 
.82 
2.39 .02 
The organization's 
attitude regarding 
human dignity 
3.52 
.95 
3.90 
1.02 
3.80 
.86 
3.83 
.98 
4.09 
.77 
3.56 
.92 
4.08 
.73 
3.74 
.86 
3.79 
.90 
2.21 .03 
Adequacy of 
organization's in­
ternal communica­
tions 
2.93 
.87 
3.10 
.88 
3.12 
.85 
3.14 
.93 
3.33 
.85 
2.93 
.95 
2.81 
.92 
2.99 
.92 
3.03 
.91 
1.25 .27 
The amount of time 
and work necessary 
to do job 
2.43 
.95 
2.28 
.97 
2.59 
.91 
2.33 
.96 
2.61 
.93 
2.57 
.89 
2.46 
1.04 
2.69 
.97 
2.54 
.96 
1.26 .27 
Content of job 3.32 
.88 
3.74 
.85 
3.72 
.96 
3.50 
.97 
3.91 
.68 
3.64 
.73 
3.81 
.92 
3.83 
.92 
3.71 
.89 
2.21 .03 
00 
O 
Table 49. (Continued) 
Indicator Location F-
Factor F- proba-
mean value bility 
Size of geo-
graphical area SD 
that served 
The amount of re­
source support I 
receive 
The major programs 
for 1988-91 reflect 
current needs of 
clientele 
Progress being 
made in marketing 
Extension programs 
Progress being 
made in marketing 
the Extension 
Organization 
Opportunity to co­
operate with other 
staff on program 
efforts 
Electronic tech­
nology available 
for program 
delivery 
3.30 
1.11 
3.32 
.80 
3.66 
.81 
3.09 
.91 
3.16 
.90 
3.66 
.78 
3.57 
.73 
3.31 4.21 3.19 3.45 3.21 3.67 3.88 3.59 5.66 .0001 
1.26 .82 1.17 1.15 1.16 1.26 .70 1.06 
3.44 3.79 3.25 3.64 3.19 3.28 3.05 3.28 3.13 .003 
.82 .98 .87 .96 .89 .91 1.10 .98 
3.69 3.97 3.69 4.09 3.60 3.94 3.46 3.68 3.31 .002 
.77 .73 .62 .77 .94 .71 1.01 .88 
3.08 3.28 3.03 3.45 3.02 3.23 3.02 3.11 1.31 .25 
.78 .96 .84 .71 .95 .81 .87 .86 
3.05 3.10 2.86 3.42 2.86 3.22 2.98 3.05 1.77 .09 
.86 1.01 .99 .71 .95 .87 .88 .90 
3.44 3.83 3.42 3.88 
.79 .71 .73 .78 
3.29 3.44 3.51 3.53 
.92 .91 .97 .88 
3.10 3.76 3.44 3.58 3.39 3.61 3.51 3.49 
1.19 .91 .88 .97 .92 .99 1.04 .98 
2.08 .05 
1.42 .20 
00 
Table 49. (Continued) 
Location' a 
Indicator 
F-
Factor F- proba-
mean value bility 
Understanding of Mb 3.57 3.92 3.93 3.72 4.03 3.76 3.97 3.77 3.81 1.35 .22 
my job responsi­ SDC .70 .62 .84 .81 .77 .88 .91 .91 .84 
bilities 
New Staff 2.33 3.00 2.83 2.73 2.75 2.64 3.00 2.63 2.71 .27 .96 
Orientation .52 1.60 1.33 .90 1.06 1.29 .89 1.08 1.09 
Emphasis being 3.25 3.24 3.28 3.13 3.24 3.16 3.21 3.49 3.26 .57 
00 
put on volunteer .76 .93 .89 .92 .83 .68 .83 .91 .84 
development 
Emphasis being 3.58 3.53 3.64 3.40 3.57 3.44 3.69 3.43 3.52 .49 
oo 
put on leadership .62 .80 .83 .93 .74 .56 .97 1.13 .86 
development 
Procedures for 3.00 2.85 3.04 2.91 3.13 3.23 3.09 2.95 3.01 .62 .74 
using electronic .85 .91 1.10 .80 .92 .95 .95 1.08 .97 
technology 
